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Soviet Influence in Turkey

Few states in the world have had as lorno and comoiex a

relationsnio as Russia ana Turkey. Their lon common border,

unoleasant exoeriences with Russian amoitions. and TurKeY'S

relative weakness in the face of its large and powerful neionbor

have led Ankara to tread warily in its dealinos with the USSR.

Soviet initiatives to imorove relations have always been welcomed

but have never resulted in lasting Soviet influence in Turkey.

If Turkey cannot afford to offend tne USSR, however, the

Soviets have learned that the Turks cannot be softened uo by

threats. In 1945i-46, Stalin tried to cow his southern neionoor

with ferocious orooaoanoa and territorial demands. Turkey's

resoonse was to join NAFrO ano to ally itself closely with the

SUnited States. It took the Soviets 15 years to worR their way

back to a situation of detente. Since then. moscow has only

tried occasionally and cautiously to use oressure. Instead, a

variety of methods -- aid, trade, oolitical concessions, ano

cultural offensiveness -- have been employed to ease relations.

None of these efforts have erased Turkish susoicions of the

Soviets. Desoite Moscow's overt friendliness, the Turkish belief

in Soviet suooort covertly for left-wino terrorist prouos in the

1970s and the obvious analogy for Turxey oosed by the Soviet

invasion of Afahanistan have maintaineo a Minh cearee of

mistrust.

Moscow would ideally like to detach Turkey from the West ana

Sjoin it to the Soviet sohere of influence. Yet shorter-term

considerations often are at cross-ourooses with such an

oojective. Soviet interests toward Turkey can be rouonlv diviaea



O into "defensive" and "offensive" consicerat ions. The former

concerns the fact that Turkey. in conjunction with the West.

could form a tnreat to the USSR's weak southern flank anc coula

close or restrict boviet traffic throuan the vitai straits

leadina from the BlacK Sea to the Mediterranean.

Conversely, the "offensive" issue is that Turkey forms a

barrier to Soviet exoansion southward, toward the strategically

and economically important tsiiadle East. In the 1940s and early

1950s. the latter aspect seemed uooermost in Moscow's thinkina.

In trying to open the door at which Turkey stooa guard, the

Soviets tried hostile methods.

Yet, without weakening Turkey or chanoing bilateral

relations, the Soviets were able to leao the northern tier into

. the Arab world. Turkey ceased to be an active barrier for Soviet

oolicv in the Middle East. "defensive" considerations cained the

uooer hand, and Moscow sought to defuse Turkish enmity in orcer

to keeo the straits open, avoid any inconvenient oroolems on tnat

secondary front, and -- at best -- to dilute Turkisn-western

solidarity.

There are some signs in the last few years that Soviet

oolicy might be swinging back toward a harder-line. The

invasion of Afananistan, the use of Soviet trooos in Pfrica. ana

the emphasis on ideologically Marxist regimes in the recion,

coincided with the uosurae of Turkish terrorism. At least some

effort to destabilize Turkey may again be on the Soviet aoenca.

Soviet influence has increased in orooortion to Turkey's

reiection by the West. This is true on botn the covernment-to-
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oovernment and on the ideological levels. rhere should be no

. doubt that another arms emoargo or similar U.S. rejection could

comoletelv undermine Turkey's relations with th' West. Soviet

interests are served by tne continuina attacks of $rrmenian

terrorists on Turkish ciolomats when these strain TurKeV's

Western relations. Lonflicts over Cyorus have increased the

Soviet union's influence in both TurKey and Greece. LiKewise,

Western Eurooean criticism of Turkey's current military

oovernment has been to Soviet advantage by delaying or

threatening to sever Turkey's Western aid.

Coooeration and Conflict

In the early 1920s the new Soviet Reoubllc, weak.

. beleaguered by the West, and in the throes of civil war needed

ouiet on its frontiers. It set out to cultivate the emeraino

Turkish Reoublic with logistic and moral suooort for its war of

inceoencence. Turkey's conflicts with the West. and need tcfr

oeace and economic suoocrt led imustafa Kemai Ataturk to warily

acceot Soviet offers for oood relations. The two nations sioned

a series of treaties symbolizing their new-found friencsnio and

restorino the aisouted orov2nces of Kars ano Aroahan to Turkey.

These were caooeo in 1925 by the Bilateral Treaty of Friendsnio

and Non-Aaaression sioned in Paris.

The Soviets used economic ties to strenothen the diolomatic

agreement. Economic coooeration in aid ano trade fiourisned. A

Soviet foreion trade bank ooened a oranch in 1925: economic

Scoooeration agreements were sioned in 1927. 1931 ana 1,37. in a



orecedent settina move in 1932 Moscow extendea credits to Ankara

for the ourchase of industrial machinery.

Communist ideology made some inroads ourina the Turkisn

Reoublic's formative period, out ultimately could not comoete

with Kemal's oragmatic nationalism. Althougn Communist groucs

such as the Green Army heloed in Turkey's war of inoeoendence and

several Communist oarties were estaolished, Kemal cooozed them in

a series of clever moves and ultimately outlawed these movements

in 1925. The Soviets could not have been oleased by tne

elimination of these forces. out Moscow did not allow this to

damane bilateral ties. The Soviets may nave oeen somewnat

mollified bv Kemal's ecually forceful reoudiation of ritntist

oan-Turkism, which ootentially threatened to mooilize tne Soviet

S Union's larce Turkish oooulation.

World War Two brought an end to over 20 years of Turkish-

Soviet friendshio by resurrecting old susoicions. Stalin's

negotiations with the Germans snowed him interestea in gainirng

dower over Turkey. Turkey resoonoed first with a June 1939 non-

ancressin oact with France and then, after tne snock of the Nazi-

Soviet accord two months later, another apreement witn botn

France and Britain. Throuonout the war, lurkev's main foreion

oolicv oo~ective was to avoid attack or occuoation ov eitner

Germany or Russia. Remainino neutral. Turkey closed the Straits

to foreign warshios in 1939 in accordance with the 19:6 montreux

convention.

5 By the time Turkey entered the war on the side of the allies

in February 1945 Turkish-Soviet relations had already soured.

Desoite Turkey's moves to ooen the Straits to Russian suoolies



ana its severance of Jaoanese relations. Moscow oenouncea the

Turkisn-Soviet Pact of Friencsnio and Non-PAcression of l9•.

From June 1945 Moscow mace ooen territorial cemanas orn

Turkey, including the return of Kars and Aroahan, the arantino of

military bases in the Bosonorus and the Dardanelles. ano

revisions of the Montreux Convention ano boundary of Thrace.

These ended the frienaly Turkisn-Soviet relations of the

Bolshevik and Kemalist revolutionary era. Turkey swung sharoly

away from its foreign oolicy of neutrality, sent trooos to Korea

and joined NATO. realizing its vu.neraoilitv as a weak nation in

the shadow of an aoaressive aiant. Yet the aooressive boviet

demands ultimately oroved far most exoensive to Moscow than to

APnkara. The Soviets made none of the cains they souont ano

Turkish resistance to them reoresented the UiSR's first oost-war

setback.

Largely out of antioathy towaro Moscow the Turks becan to

identify closely with U.S. foreign oolicy interests in the Middle

East and the world. The years between 1950 ano 1960. which

coincided with rule by the oro-American Democrats, reoresent the

nadir of Turkish-Soviet relations.

In the UN Turkey consistently voted against the Soviets. it

became a leader in the controversial Bachoad Pact: suooorteo tne

landiro in Eqyot of Frencn and eritisn forces in the 1i56 Suez

Crisis; mooilizea trooos on its Syrian border acainst a oossiole

stationina of Soviet trooos in Syria in 1156 and 19b7: allowed

the movement of U.S. forces tnrouan kdana for the intervention in
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I Lebanon in 1958; and oiolomatically suooorted the oro-Western

Iraoi monarchy durino the Iraci revolution in 1956.

Moscow orotested all tnese actions tnouon it nad already

taken a steo oacK from the antaoonistic oolicies of the ztalinist

era. In May 1953 -- just two months after Stalin's death -- the

Soviets withdrew all territorial aemanos and acceoted the status

auo of the Straits. Suosecuently, Moscow made a numoer of offers

of oood will. Today the Soviets apoear to reoret the Stalinist

demands and sometimes omit them from histories of Turkish-Soviet

relations.

Desoite their offers to imorove relations the Soviets had

little success in shaking Turkey's oro-American or NATO oolicies.

Tnrounnout 1957 Moscow directed a major effort acainst the

I deolovment of short-raroe nuclear missiles. the Honest Jonns. in

Turkey. But the Turks wanted tne weaoons ana announcec tnat they

would obtain both Honest Johns and Nike anti-aircraft missiles.

Tne Soviets orotested more vioorously as NATO beoan to consicer

deolovment of itnermeciate range Thor and Juoiter missiles. 3u1

these were also welcomed by Ankara.

Detente

Moves toward detente resulted more from a cnanoe in Turkey's

oolicies than the Soviets. for Moscow had souoht oersistertlv to

imorove relations with Aniara since 1953. The Soviets to:ok

advantage of the imoroved atmosonere of the mio-1-360s with a

D series of hion-level visits, joint ccmmunioues. trade ari

cultural acreements. military aid was not a factor in zioviet-

Turkish relations.



Desoite its broadly oro-Pmerican stance, the first stecs

toward detente were taken by tne Democratic Party oovernment of

Ad•nan menrderes. Tine need for economic aic. general East-West

Cetente ano consistent recuests by the Kremlin were tne main

motives. fhe Soviets meanwhile claimed to acceot Turxev's status

as a NATO ano CENTO Memoer. Announcement of an exchanoe of

visits between Premiers Menceres and Khrushchev tyoxfied tnis

cnanoe in attitude. Even tne aownino of an Adana-0ased Pmerican

U-2 reconnaissance aircraft over the USSR in May M360 did not set

back these olans. but they were effectively cancelled with

Menderes' ouster by Turkey's first military takeover on May 27.

On the other hand, the suogestion that military leaders took over

. in oart because of Menderes' new foreion oolicv directions is

imorobaole since the centrist takeover resulted in the iioeral

constitution of 1960 and continued Soviet-Turkish raoorochement.

No major re-examination of foreigor oolicv was urcersaven

ourino the military interlude. Like one interventi•'n or 19?1 anr.

1980 it was motivated ostensioly by internal comestic concerns.

Yet since Menceres' oolicies were so extremely suooortive or the

United States his overthrow inevitaowy sionallec some sniift.

Significantly, menceres' American-styvie economics nao ied to

unacceotaovy high inflation ano unecual ceveiooment, ano thus. a

setback for oro-Americanism.

Soviet analysts aersistently ioentifieo the Turkish military

with the "forces of orocress", and the USSR welcomed the 1061

intervent ion, even suogest inc the cenerals retain oower

incefinitelv. There was some increase in cultural anc commercial



. exc.anoe with the USSR, buu Ankara rejected Soviet aid offers and

sneived olans for visits.

In 1961 democracy was restoreo witn the election of the

Reoutlican Peoole's Party, led by ismet Inonu. Inonu had a.,f

been oremier for much of the Soviet-Turkism coooeration oerioc

from 1923 to 1937. Ankara and Moscow signed acreements on

railways, communications ano trade unoer Inonu's leadersnio in

the early 1960s. In 1961 Moscow orovided 4.6 million dollars

worth of eouioment for buildino a goass factory.

Turkisn-U.S. ties remained strono, out some re-evaluazion of

Turkey's foreion oolicy haa beoun in the press anc ouoiic ooinion

aimed at directina zhe country toward a more indeoendent and

multidimensional oath. Leftist intellectuals wanted to oroacen

. Turkey's foreion oolicv oase by exoandino relations with the

Soviet Union and Turkey's East Eurooean neionbcrs, esoecially

Rumania and Bulaaria.

in 1962 tne Soviet amoassador renewea tne USSR's invitat ions

tO RIAssiR And reoortedly oromised 500 million dollars in, economic

aid if Turkey would alter some of its NAYO reiatiorts. inisteac.

Ankara reaffirmec its solidarity witn the West ano. comolvinT

witn a U.S. recuest, was tne first nation to emoarco its snios

carryino caroo to Cuba.

The Cuoan crisis ano tne subsecuent remova± of honest jonns

from Turkey orovioed the first test of U.t.-Curkisn reiatlors arn

cave the Soviets their tirsz real oooortunity to exoarn relations

Swith Ankara. Durino the crisis Moscow reouested the wit~irawai

of Juoiter missles from Turkey as a ouid oro ouo for Cuoan

missile removal. President Kenneav's cecisicon to ohase tnem out
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. without consultino Ankara ooeneO uo a nost of cuestions for

Turkisn military stratecists. ine TurKs comoiaineo ir hao taKer,

away Turkey's shelter under the nuclear umbrella anc oeoan to

doubt the steadfastness of tne U.S. commitment to cefena Turkey.

Removal of the Juciters eliminated a source of Turkish-

Soviet friction. One sion of the cnange was the June 1963 visit

of the Senate oresident and a oarliamentary delecation to Moscow.

A more imoortant Soviet oooortunity came wittr the coolino of

U.S. relations over Cyorus in 1964. Just as Soviet oost-war

tnreats had oriven Turkey towaro the U.S. a oerceiveo lack of

U.S. suooort led to stronoer Soviet ties in the mid-1960s.

As a status ouo nation since 1923 the aim of lurkisn foreion

. oolicy had been to insure the securitv of its existina territory.

Its extraterritorial interests centered mainly on concern for tne

Turkish Cyoriot minority, as oartner with Greece ana Great

Britain in ouaranteeina the island's inoeoenoent status. Thus

Ankara orotesteo in late 1963 when Gree. Cyoriots abrocated

oolitical guarantees of the Turkisn Cyriots. In June 1964. after

fruitless aooeals to the UN and NATO, to Greece, Sritain ard the

U.S., Ankara was preoarino to intervene militarily. The Jonnson

letter however, cateoricaily warned Turkev not to intervene in

Cyorus and also calleo into Cuestion NA-iO suooort of TYurkev

aoainst a oossiole Soviet attacK If the Furks did so.

Premier Inonu reoliec that tne letter Mac been the "source

. of sorrow and orave concern":

If NAPW members snould start aiscussina the ricnt
or wrono of the situation of their feliow-memoer victim
of a Soviet aooression wnether this aaoressior, was
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orovoked or not...tne very founoations of the Ailiance
would be shaken and it would lose its meanina.

The letter marks a watersnec in lur•isn roreian ooicy anc

tne oecinninr of serious couots aoout U.S. Cluarantees of turkisn

security. if tne United States coulo not be oeoencec on in the

event of Soviet hostilitv tnen Turkey would have to defuse

ootential conflict tnrougn its own bilateral aetente with Moscow.

The USSR was slow to react over the Cyorus oroolem and

unaware that it had removed some of the barriers to imoroved

relations. At first Moscow was anxious to maintain the Cyoriot

status ouo and suooorted MCxarios, esoecially since he advocated

non-alionment. The Soviets may have hooed he would eventually

seek removal of the island's tnree sovereion British oases.

S Clandestine radio termed the Johnson letter a "smokescreen" ane

called Turkey's strafinr of the islanc in HuOust tne "handiwork

of NATO."

Gracually tne Soviets chanced tneir oositic',. merhaos seeirn

a chance to drive a wedOe in U.S.-Turkis,i re~lations. Lurir-3 rh-h

November visit of Turkey's Foreign minister IFeridun r!.rin Zo

Moscow -- once oostooned on account of the Cyorus issue -- the

Soviets recoonized the Turkish community' s legal existence.

Ankara interoreted this as suooort for Turkey's certiand t'at

Cyorus be an inoeoencent federated state. The Foreign ýIinister's

visit ended with a ioint communioue callirni for the streric-henini

of good neiohcbrlv relations, olans for greater trace, anc a

cultural exchance aareement.

Turkey's ooerina uo to tne Soviet Union was a oi:artisan

develooment. The government of the conservativai? Justice Party.
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successor to the defunct Democrat Party, exoanrec relations more

broadly than had its liberal Reoublican People's Party

oredecessors. A series of n iqh-levei visits succeecec or:a

another, culminatino in Premier Plexei Kosynin's trio to 4nrara

in December 1966 and justice Party Prime minister Suleymaan

Demirel's trio to tne Soviet Union in Decemoer 1967. The Prime

Minister toured tne -SR for ten aays, inclucinr Cernra.L Asia and

the Caucasus, and exchanaed oromises witn the Soviet to make the

Middle East a zone of oeace.

As in the past Moscow offered ceveloomental anc incustrial

aia; these were finally acceotec on a large scale in 1967. Joint

industrial orojects, such as the iskenrerun iron ano steel

facilities, the Pliaga oil refinery and the Seydisenir aiuminum

S comolex were begun. Moscow orovided $200 million credit at 2.5

oercert interest with a fifteen-year maturity, oavaole in coods.

TurkisM-Soviet trade betwen 1966 antc 169 rose from %5b.5 rmilin

to K105.3.

Shortcomiinas in •enceres' liberal economic ceveoorment

molicies were a factor in TurKey's interest in alternativa

economic strategies. Ataturk's ooiicies hac civen tie swase a

resoected role in oromoiq irthe Turkisn eccnonv-rrarv warned to

brt, aden tnis. Turkish social analyses ciriticized U.S. militarv

and econormic assistance for leadinq to TurKev's overaeoendence.

Hence, Soviet aio orojects rocusing on heavy industry ano

deve.oorment of the oublic sector, and orovidina low-interest

S terms oavaole in poods, were cited as oossible aiternatives. -o

many tie relative aeveloomens of Turkey's so=,cialist Balyan

neighoors anoearea attractive.
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Of ootentially greater sicnificance tnan tre excnan:e o•

diolomaric visits, aid arnd trace was tne inteilecvua., arc

ide--c loica. ocening uo to t• e Soviet Union tnat became a -eaTtre

of TurkiSn intellectual life. Even oefo:0re the Cyorus crisis of

1964 a re-evaluation of Turkism foreien and economic oolicy had

becun in the oress and ouolic ooinion. The founoino of leftist

periodicals such as YOn (Direction) in 1•06 ano tne formation of

tne TurKism Labor Party (TLP) in 19b1 are indications of tnis

trend.

The liberal 1961 Constitution cave free reion to tne oursuit

of socialist thoucht. Titles such as The Paths to SocialisA ana

Turkish Realities (Cemal Sarlas -- 1962). Princioies of Turkisn

S Socialism (Hilmi Ozoen -- 1962), and Socialist Turkev (Aii FaiK

Cinan -- 1965) were widely read; translations of Marxist classics

ard Westerrn socialist thought oroliferated. Social themes in

Turkisn fiction underscored sucn concerns- as writers such as

iyanmut va~al, Yasar Kemal ano Fa.ir bav,u.rt oainteo trouolino

scenes of continuing feudalism and oroverty.

The Turkish Labor Party gave *oi itical voice to this

intellectual stirrino. ,ouncea by a dozen trace unicnists. :ne

oarty in its early oavs was far more nationalist tnart

irt errat i ona iist in orientatio:,n. its first leacer was rne

intellectual Nenmet kli Avoar, who urcea TurKey to ceveloo its

own orand of socialism. Aybar advocated nationalization of

.mineral rights ano foreion caoital. economic inoeoenrcence anc an

exoanded role for state economic enterorises. Yhe TLP oooosed

minority discrimination of Lazes, Circassians and nurcs. 7ne
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oarty never came close to oariaamentary oominance. Oesolte its

* imoortant ideoloplcai imoact. the sociaiist left was a srmaij

grouo, at its heignt aole to elect only 15 memoers to a 40,-seat

oarliament. The TLP also attractec less inoeoencenz and more

doctrinaire tninkers such as Benice Boran, Mihrx Belli ana Sacun

Aren, all of whom have oeen linked with the oro-Moscow

clandestine Turkish Communist Party (TCP).

The outlaw status of the TCP leads it to seek outlets in

legitimate organizations. In recent years these are said to have

inclued front organizations for peace, orofessional

orgaanizations (e.g., teachers ano engineers unions), ano iaoor

unions. Since Communism was foroiaoen in 12b the TCY nas

closely followed the Soviet leao iceoiocicailv, ano is saic to

. owe its continued existence almost entirely to Soviet suooort.

Prominent Communists such as Nazim HikMet. one of Turkey's

leacinr ooets, have souaht refuge in the Soviet Union: central

committee memoers generally receive training tnere. Partv neacs

live in East Berlin.

The USSR's allied position in World War iV lent Communist

ideology a limited leqitimacy, and front oroanizations

oroliferated. Soviet aost-war cemands on Turkey weakened this

status tnouch some front arouos continuea to form, sucn as the

Turkish Association of Peace Lovers. Atternots to form lepitimate

ooiitical oarties suc. as the Turkisn 6ociailst wor~ers and

Peasants Party were set back bv the cracKdown aoainst Oommunists

. in 1951.

The Turkish ooverrrnents unyielainp oooosition to tne 7CO has

meant tnat all its overt activities have oeen unoertaken aoroao.
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. Moscow suooorts the clanoestine racio statiors 6izim •aoyo (Jur

Racio) ano tne Voice of tne Turkisn Lornrnunist warty from t-ast

.ur, oCe. The C' s oartyv oronouncements aooear in soeciai

suoolements to tne Turkisn-lanouape editlon of The Worc• caris;

_R2evyiew3 Yeni Caa (New Poe). puolisned in Prague. Party szrenotn

is estimated at about 3000 memmers, out tnere is uncertainty

about this fioure.

Domestically, the TCP reoortedly infiltrated and influenced

trade union and teachers orcanizations in the 1960s. The trace

union federation DISK (The Revolutionary Workers Confeceration)

included the orinciole of oolitical strikes in its charter. Its

militancy and suooort for the Moscow line leo to allegations of

S TCP influence. DISK, formed by a oreas.awav arouo from -he

aoolitical trade union Turk-Is eventually a-t~actec uo to 900,00k,

memoers, and is wicely susoectec of Soviet influence via East

Berlin. Radical oolicies of the Turkish Teachers Lnion (TOS).

reoresentino some 120,,00 rural teacners nave aiso lea to cnaraes

of TCP influence. TOS was ultimately closed out reolaced by the

ecually militant TO0-DER.

The Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 set Moscow

back amono Turkey's legitimate left. it led to a deeD solit in

tne TLP as oro-anc anti-moscow factions cuarellec over tne

invasion. The aisoute ended witn Pyoar's resionation, ieavina

tne oarty in control of those who suooortea Moscow. Leacersnin. oassed to Behice Boran. a steacv oro-,Moscow laeolocue. it oeaa

to° aooeal oirectlv to a ootenriially revolutionary urban

:roletariat and to Kurcisn activists.
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Czechosl,:,vaKia aid not stem the tide of leftism itself or

stoo official Turkish-Soviet raomrochement. Student

demonstrations in Paris in 136a and anti-Vietnam cemonstratior, in

tne United States. )oth critical of vie West. nao more irnoact or,

Turkish oolitics amona the left, wnicn became increasinlv

radical and violent. After 1966 tne militant left turned away

from electoral oolitics to armed struoule as a means of efrectina

chane. Leftist oublications such as Pnt (Vow -- 1967), Devrim

(Revolution -- 1969) Turk.Solu (Turkisn Left -- 1970) viea witn

one another in efforts to radicalize tne left, and leaders called

for auerrilla war. In the mid-1960s these cecame the more

radical Dev-Genc (Revolutionary Youth Federation), whose stated

ourpose was; l "the struocle aoainst imoerialism and

. feudalism...and the diffusion of socialist ideas arnong youth.

On the eve of Turkey's second military intervention, the so-

called couo by memcrancum of march 1i. 1971, the lett comoriseo

several oroucs tnat sorang uo foiiowinrc tme fraomentati:r, of *Cn_

TLP. Several were terrorist anc the extent of Scviet influence

on them is not Known. The crouos incduced Iroswyites.

Guevarists , Maoists and leftist frince iceoloacies of all kinds.

Most saw the TCP as reactionary and were not weli-inclined to:'ward

Moscow.

One such anti-Moscow faction was tne RevoLutionary workers

and Peasants Party of Turkey (RWPPT). formed ov Doou Perircek, a

teacnir,o assistant at the Middle East Technical University. This. Turkish Maoist arouo was snaroly anti-Soviet, accusinoa Moscow of

reaction and imoerialism. Clandestine radio in turn accusea tne

Rwppr of deviationism and CIA collaoorati,:,n. In oart mecause of
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. Turkey's historical anti-Russian bias and their organizational

talents, the Maoists founc wicesoreao suooort amonn the radical

left.

The March 12 intervention came cown hard on leftist

extremism. Yet leftists at first hailed the takeover; tnev nooed

it would mean a turn to the left. Nor oic the Soviet union

object, seeing the military as a "orogressive force" (as they nad

in 1960), and not wanting to uoset government level oetente.

Relations with the USSR remained good. In 1972 aurinr iNinat

Erim's caretaker covernmenz Soviet President Pooporny visizec

Turkey. fhe two countries signed a Declaration of irincioles of

Good Neiohoorly Relations, in which Turkey ano tie LU•'R oleocec

. resoect for each others' sovereignty and territorial inzearitv

And the oeaceful settlement of disoutes. They also oromised not

to let their territories be used "for stacina anaression and

subversion aoainst other states."

ihe Soviets keot their options ocen. On tne one nano.

orovocative broadcasts by the Voice of the Turkish, Lommunist

Partv and TCP efforts continued in Eurooe. rhe iC.J reoortealv

suooorteo aria infiltrated tne eceeration of Turkisn bocialists.

the Association for Villant Turks. ano tne orirt for a

Demnocratic and Free Turkey. On tne otner nano ciancestine kizim

Radvo in Leiozio backed the RPP in tne 1-73 elections.

The Arms Emoaroo arc Af ter

40 Between 1974 and 1979 official boviet-Tur~isn relations

continued to imarove. By 1979 Turkey nad become the Soviet
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.union's laroest economic aid reciclenw outsice t•re Comrnrnist

bloc, ana the U.S. arms ermbargo against Turkey hac seriousiv

raised the oossloilitv of Soviet orovisior, o, militarv aic.

Desoite strained U.S. relations in tne rmid-i970s, traaitional

Turkisn caution militated agoainst a Dasic change in Turkish-

Soviet relations -- for the most part Arnkara explainea its closer

Soviet ties in the context of oeneral East-West aetente.

series of weak ana fractious Turkish goverrnments avoidea foreigrn

oolicv changes, since there was a lacx of general aoreement on

the form these snould take. By the late 19i70s three factors hac

set the ootential limits of furtner Soviet influence in 'urkey:

the orowino susoicion of Goviet backing for lettist terror inr tne

increasinoly bitter leftist-riantist civil strife. the Soviet. invasion of Afphanistan. aria tne return of better U.S.-Turkisn

relations.

The Cyorus issue was resoonsioie for tne secona major blow

to J.S.-Turkisn relations arnd led to another uosurge of Soviet

influence in Turkey. In July 1974 an Athens -- soonsored couo

overthrew President Makarios' indeoenent regime arnd attemoted to

install a well-known terrorist as oresident of Cyorus. Wnen

Ankara's recuest for jcint inter-cession with wreat eritain

failed, ,n ara intervened unilaterally.

The move caused conf us ion in Soviet-Turkisn reiations. our

tne Soviets at last backea tne action because tnev cic not want

the island's inaeoencent -- ana non-airned -- status aiterec.

S Nonetneless. tne USSR asked for an international conference on

Cyorus, insisted on TurKey's witnarawal from Cvorus. arnd their

ciancestine raaio continued to attack Turkev as a NATO tool.
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S The Johnson letter of 19b4 had warned Turkey against usino

American weaoons for action on Cvorus. un tnis oasis at the

instioation of Conoressional friends of 6reece an incuirv was

made. Turxev was then emoarooed for usino u.S. arms in an

acoressive action in violation of arms orovision terms. hne

embargo shook what had been the oillars of Turkish forelon ooiicv

since the 1950s. It reinforced the idea that the United States

was an unoredictaole and therefore unreliaole ally, while the

Soviets, even if not trusted. were at least oredictaole.

Turkey felt itself madly treated, as if it were not a

strategic ally, but a nation whose security was nepotiable. This

analysis saw the emoaroo as the culmination of a series of

S events -- the removal of Juoiter weaoons in 1962, which removed

Turkey from tne "nuclear umorella": the Johnson letter tnreaz

tnat NATO miaht not corme to Turkey's assistance under certain

conditions; and finallv the emoarao.

In June 1975 Ankara tnreateneo tne United btates with a

status chance for its oases in Turkey. just a few days later

Secretary of State Kissinger said tnat nations snould not "feel

they were doing the U.t. a favor" by remainino in NOTO. A' little

over two weeks later Turkey ano the USSR signed a $700 million

industrial aid agreement. Turkey's NHTO reoresentative said for

the first time that Turkey could turn to other sources for

military aid.

in late Decemoer Soviet Premier Kosvoin ano forty financial

, exoerts visited TurKeV for the coenin, of zne Is~enoerun steei
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mill. Kosypin and Demirel sioned a communiaue whicn ororised to

I exert "efforts to further exoand and strennther, relations."

'he Soviets urced caution t,' ootn Greece and Turkey over

Cvorus and restraint in Aeoean oisoutes. Moscow's o.-licv. echoed

in its clancestine radio broaacasts. was to avoia ofrenaina

either Greece or Turkey wnile caoitalizino on aisillusionment

withn the United btates. For tnis reason it aavocateo the

withdrawal of all foreion forces from Cyorus and bilateral

neaotiations. Uroina the withdrawal of Turkey's forces did not

of course win Moscow any friends amono Turkisn nationalists. ano

illustrates to some decree Moscow's own heavy-hanoedness in

oealino with these delicate oisoutes.

The emoaroo and oeneral East-West detente offered the Soviet

* Union oooortunity to imorove its military relations with Turkey,

and it hastened to the initiative. In the context of aenerai

NATO and Warsaw Pact excnances, moscow invited Turkisn observers

to the January 1,76 military maneuvers in tne '3eoroian aria

Arrnenian Reoublics ana conciuded their visit in moscow witn talks

witn Defense minister L(rec1.R0. 'fnree mcrtns later the tnen

Deouty Chief of Staff Keran Evren led a secono aeleoation to

Moscow. Press reoorts talKed of neootiations witn the noviets

for SAM-6 and SAM-7 missiles.

in January 1977 Prime Minister Demirel resoonoed to the

cuestion of future Soviet arms orovisions by savino tnat if zne

NATO oath were closed to Turkey. Ankara would "naturally" take

steos necessary for its national defense. by March 1977. NATO

Forces Commander Alexanaer Haio urged Conoress to lift the



emoaroo, just two weeks oefore taiks between Turkev's Justice

Party Foreian Minister and the Soviets.

Turkey and the U•SR signed acreements to buiid a $ million

hvarooen oeroxide olant. a heavy electro-mechanical factory, a

olastics olant, a catalyzer system for the Aliama oil refinery

olant, and exoansions of existing Soviet built iron ano steel

facilities. The boviets said tnev would oroviae credit for

construction of two thermo nuclear oower olants, ano for another

oil refinery.

The return of RPP leader buient Ecevit to oower in January

of 1976 orouont a furtner snift in Turmisn foreion oolicv

orientation as Ecevit began to imolement his oromisec "new

security conceot." btill under the U.S. arms embaroo Pnkara

aooeared determined to redefine its foreign oolicy oositicon in

the worl.

In Aoril General Nikoli Ocarkov, Soviet First Deouty Defense

Ministe-r and Chief of Staff visited Turkey. The oress reoorred

that the USSR would orovide whatever tne Turkish armea rorces

neecec, including financial aid for oefense industry oeveloornenC.

Ecevit claimed that Ankara hac no intention of witharawino

from NA11T. But he informed the United States tnav Turkey wcould

not sion a joint ceclaration on NA--O s future. inern me snociceo

many ooservers by declarino on the eve of tne wasniniton-oasec

NATO summit (of wnicn he was head) that lurkev telt no tnreat

from the Soviet union. Ecevit claimed aeneral East-west cetente

as the basis for Turkey's new orientation. But ne also

criticized the United States for the cancers that its ethnic

oc'litics oosed for otner countries. ano for its own interests.
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Immeoiatelv after the NAYO meetine Ecevit travelec to ioscow

arc signed a reiteration of tne I5?a aoreermens. in accition che

two nazions sioned cultural ano scientiTic. trade. risnino aria

oil agreements. The Turkisn oress recorzed that M'oscow nad actea

to reduce border tensions by a transfer of trooos towarc central

Euro0e.

The ernoargo was finally lifted in Seotember 1978. but U.S.-

Turkish relations unaerwent no sudaen chanae. Ankara's statement

that it would re-ooen four U.S. bases was somewhat oversnacowec

by Ecevit's visit to Romrania, the visit of two Soviet warsmios to

Turkey -- the fir n in 40 years -- ana a tnree vear commerce

accord with the boviet Union. all in tne foliowino montn. The

. USSR offered TurKey a huce amount of rinancial assistance on easy

terms (fioures as nion as S10 oillicn have been ouotec) as the

West seemea to stall loans.

Trade was exoancino to record levels. In 1960. at a time

wnen Turkey's economy was otnerwise zrou1ea iat reacnec $064

million. In June 1979 Moscow ano Ankara signed an agreement to

enlarge oil refining facilities and other neavy industries ana to

conduct surveys for oetroleurn deoosits in Turkey. A oizarre

atmosohere orevailed as Turkey's leaders cotinuec to nooe for

woric cetente as iaeolocical warfare raoeo fiercely in their own

country and TurKev's economy continued to ceteriorate. Turyev's

growth rate went fromn a hion of 6 oercent in 19M5 to -0.5

oercent in 1975. by the ena of 107i terrorism was ciaimino more

o than 2000 victims oer year.
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Ankara was increasinglv careful not to offend its nortnern

O neighboo ari d soucht to scruouiouslv foilow orovisions of tne 107e

anr 1978 apreemer,ts oroscriolno aocressive on suoversive acts on

its territorv. in oroer to soare a oossiole reoetition or :h'

1960 U-2 incident, Ankara sougnt to have terms of Turkey's role

of SALT Ii verification discussed by the united States with the

Soviet Union. In May 1979 Ecevit said tnat oermission to use

Turkish territory for U-2 flights would deoena on Soviet

aooroval. Two weeks later the Soviets announced their oleasure

at this stance, while to Western circles tnis aooearea to

indicate Turkey's increased vulnerability to Soviet oressure.

Between 1970 and 1980 Turxev witnessed twelve governments.

Wnen Demirel's sixth government reolaced Ecevit's tnira in. November 1979, there was little indication tnat it wouid end the

oarliamentary souaboles which hac come to cnaracterize colitics.

Political Colarization nad infested the eaucationai system.

tne state bureaucracy, ana even tne 0ooice. Terrorists were

sometimes arrested, tried arnd imoriscrieo oriy to arrange mass

escaoes. The orisons themselves became radical orovinn prounds.

ideological differences beaan to follow religious and ethnic

lines. The largest segment of the Kuraisn seoaratist movement --

KAWA and tne Aoocular -- were strongly leftist. rhe

Kahramanmaras riots of January 1978 that resulted in over one

nundred deaths followed Sunni-Alevis Sectarian cleavaces -- the

Sunnis were riantist, the Plevis lettist. The Soviets oouomless. followed these develooments witn interest out the extent of their

oossioie involvement in tnem remains unknown. "ne success of the
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Islamic revolution in Iran increased the strength anra restige of

. oro-Islamic prouos.

By 1978 iegal leftist orcanizations incluaea seventy

Revoiutionary Youtn Associations and a nrumoer of snortzived iecal

leftist oarties wnich vied to replace the outlawed iwp. These

incluaed the Revoiutionary 6ociaiist Party of Turkev (197b): the

Socialist WorKers Party (1974), tne Workers Party (1975). the

Turkish Workers and Peasants Party (reformed, 1976). ana the

Fatherland Party (1975). Founded Dy former LPT members such as

Behice Boran, all were thouaht to have Deen suoject to fCP

influence. None gained seats in oarliamentary elections.

Over 34 clandestine organizations were counted in 1978.

Tney included the Maoist Liberation Army of Workers ano Peasants

. and non-Maoist oroups such as the Turkish Peoole's Liberation

Party which suooorted its army the Turkisn Peoole's Liberaticon

Army, the Turkish Peooles' Lioeration PartV/Front, ana the

Marxist-Leninist Armec Prooapanoa Unit. Pt one timie or another

each of these tnree has oeen mentioned as "oro-rnoscow". Yet each

orouo took different positions on citferent issues -- Lnina.

Chile, Russia. iran, Albania. the Miadie East, etc., and these

oositions shifted cuIcklY making exact anatvsis aifficult.

7he snocKo of the Soviet invasion of Pfananistan orooaolv

olaved an imoortant role in orecioitatinp the Turkisn aeneral

staff's January 1179 warning to tne ocliticians to out Turkey's

house in order. It was the beoinnino of a oronouncea check in

S the slide toward detente. For Turkey the invasion marked an

ominous deoarture from what they nad viewed as a comfortaole



consistency in Soviet foreign policy. for it was the boviets'

first use of trooos outsiae Eastern Eurooe.

Turkish officials claim tnat Ankara was tne first government

to condemn the Soviet invasion -- even before rhe unLiteo ;tates.

But in addition Turkey continued to underline the imoortance of

cood neihbborly relations. TurKey continued to uncerline the

imoortance of oood neinnoorly relations. Turkey aid not

initially suooort President Carter's call for an Olvmoic boycott,

for example, citino orevious aromises to keea soorts aro oolitics

seoarate.

The United States hastenec to reoair ties witn r urkey. (n

January 10, the United Staves and Turkey initiated a new aerense

and economic coooerat ion agreement, ano the united States

O oromised $450 million in aid.

THe new acreement oroved to be a source of aoorenension ano

disaooointment to Moscow, which warned in Pravoa that Turxev was

followino a oerilous oatn between stratecies of crisis ana

detente. In late February Pravca wrote tnat aoanoonino cetente

could lead to Turkev's eno a= a nuclear cemetery. -This heavv-

hanaed remark was areeted with reouanance by the Turkish oress

aria oovernment officials. Helations cooleo noticioly as -,urkisn

oioiomats failed to attend a oartv to ceieorate boviet Prmv uav.

Throuphout the summer, aeatns Trom terrorism mounted.

reaching anout 25 oer day. l errorists were esoeciaiiv active in

tme soutneast. Whole towns, like Patsa on tne black Sea. were

S "liberatec." Even in Ankara entire snantv-town neiohbornooas

were effectively controlled oy terrorist arouos, wno ncad

constructed cuasi-oovernment structures.



In addition. orolonnea crisis oaralvzea tne oariiarnent.

wnicn was unaDie to elect a oresident after over 100 oaicots.

After an Islamic fundamentalist rallv in Konya -- in ,937/ rne

seat of tne TCP's clanocstzre conference -- attracteo tnousaaos

callina for an Islamic State. the military intervenec for the

third time.

Turkish-Soviet Relations After Seotemper 12 L _9_

The Soviet Union sent a message of cooo will to Ankara

witnin ten days of the military intervention. ý-s after orevious

military interventions Turkisn-Soviet relations remaineo

essentially uncnanaeo. Inoairect evidence of a Soviet role in

. soreadino leftist terrorism was uncovered after tne

intervention -- the vast amounts of arms caoturea (now said to

total over 800.000); the susoected comolicity of the buiparian

oovernment in arms smuouling: the trainina of certain leftist

arouos in Palestinian or Syrian camos: ario the infiuence of the

East Berlin-Oased TCP. Some analysts believe that Soviet suooort

was an instrumental if not a orimarv cause of leftist (and even

riahtisz) terror in Turkey.

Thousands of leftist ano riantist terrorists were arrestec.

Three months atter assumrno control. tne militarv overnment

movec aoainst hitherto lecal oreanizations. such as tne ieftist

trade union DISK, for alieced suooort cif terrorism. The state

orcsecutor asKed the ceatm oenalty •or 52 DI$K ±eacers. •ormer

. R notaoles. sucn as an Istanoui mayor and Kurcisn

oarliamertarians. were also arrested. In early 1961 benice
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Boran. former head of the TL.P, was sentenced in aostentia rc'r

. making Communist orooaoanda and attemotino to estaolisn the

Comination of one social class over anovner. In oecemoer.

arrests were mace of 44 orominent memoers o, rne .jeace

Association. a susoected Communist tront.

In i1arcn 1981 head of State Kenan Evren announced tnat about

25 billion Turkisn liras worth of arms and ammunition nad been

seized. Police discovered that the terrorists mad aeveLoced

whole subterranean cultures, and run front ornanizations from

kinderaartens to beauty salons to finance terrorism.

In addition to Turkey's oroolems with domestic terror and

Kurdish seoaratist movements, many Turkisn orficials susoected a

oossiole Soviet role in sucoort of Armenian terrorist camoaions

. directed acainst turkish officials anroac. its two main

terrorist orouos. ASALA (Tie Hrmenian becret Hrmv Tor zne

Liberation of Armenia) and fhe Justice Lommancos Tor Armenian

Genocide often coooerate. Pro-Soviez PSHLA claims tnat its Oý,ai

is to "liberate" Eastern Turkey and join it to the Armenian

Soviet Socialist Neouolic.

As the United States increased its rinancial aid ano

oolitical suooort, Ankara aooeared to draw closer to the Unitec

States. The visits of Secretary of State Alexancer Haic and

Secretary of Defense Casoar Weinberper to Turkey in Decemoer 1,8!

were a source of concern to tne Kremlin. At tne same time Moscow

aooeared to tilt toward Greece on the Cvorus issue. in cart to

S curry favor with Greece's new socialist oovernment. in ,,av

reoorts surfaced of a "warnino"l civen to Ankara ov tymoscow on rne



Cyorus issue. thouQn tnis was orOaolv taken out of context Ov

. tne source.

The Soviet oress cornolainea aoout tne arrests of UiSK

officials. RiP memoers and the sentencino of 6oran. ravo_

gradually acooted a more critical tone toward the Turkisn repime.

closer to the oosition of Moscow's trace union oaoer Truo.

Some Turks nave faulteo the military overnment ror not

directly accusina Moscow of oestaolizing Turkev. out Turkisn

officials sny away trom such a steo on the prounas tnat it serves

no useful ouroose. The Turks' long exoerience with the Russians

leaves them with few illusions aoout Soviet intentions. They

believe that Moscow inevitacly excioits internal weaknesses, and

that a strcong oovernment ano society offer Turkey' s oest

. orotect ion against suoversion. Furtnermore. cooler TurKish-

Soviet trade continues to prow. between 1977 ano 13•1 it more

than couOlea. from i62.4 mlion to 057.2 million coilars. in

1981 alone exworts rose 14.6 oercent ano inoorts. 9.t aercen,.

Conc ius ions

Turkisn-SovieT official relations nave oeen conouc tec

inoeoencentlv of the Soviet Union's relations witn toe local

left. Ankara' s crackdownrs on Communism nave not afreczeo

Turkey's relations witm tne USbR: nor have o,:,od relations witn

Moscow limited Soviet suooort for Turkey's destaolization. This

oual level of relations nas existed since the earlv reounlic.

wnen Tustafa Kemal crusneo tne Moscow-suooorted Lommunist oartv

while maintainino ties of friendsnio with the UhSs. In the

future Moscow will enoorse all oractical ooWicies waich imorove

its state-t•,:-state relations witn turkev in the sama vein. for



. examole, as it concurrentlv exoloits Turkey' s internal

weaknesses.

Tie Soviet Union has five basic ootions for increasinr its

influence in Turkey. ranoinq from working witnin the existirnq

system to overtnrcowing it. These are: 1) to work to increase

aid, trade and good official relations witn any Turkisn

coverrnment, conservative or lioeral: 2) to exoloit rifts between

Turkey and its allies over aivisive issues: 0) to work for the

election of "orooressive" oarties sucn as tme RFP. ana to suooort

lepai oro-,moscow orouos such as trace unions, orofessionai and

student organizations; 4) to threaten Turkey with tne use of

force or sanct ions; 5) to ferment civil war ty means of terrorism

or military couo, and install a oro-Moscow regime.

SI. Since the BolsheviK revoluton Moscow has relied most on

the first oction. Soviet assistance to the Kemalists curirno

Turkey's war of inoeoendence set the oattern of aic, trace and

frierclv relations that characterized -urkisn-ioviev reiaticns

from 192i0-1939 and from 1060 througn the oresent. maxing Turxev

by !979 tie Qoviet Uniorn's largest non-uommunist aic reciolenv.

Neitner tne Soviets nor the Turks have let iaeoiocv starn in zha

way of this cevelornent. Tne first oost-war steos in tnis

cirection were taken Ov oro-Hmerican ieacer Wnan ,'erceres: manV

of Turvey' s most imocrtant oOiiticai c, cumenrs ano trade

acreements were signed under conservative governnents ied Dv

Justice Party leader Sulevman Demirel.

M•ost Soviet aid has oeen state sector orojecz aid -- iw

costs long term credit ano tecnnicai assistance to build massive



O ower olants. steel -actories ano ozher incustries. bucn aic nas

been successful in winnina Curkisn suooort oecause of Turyey'sA

lono-term ore-occuoat i on with economic cevel oonment ano .ats

existing state enterorise intrastructure for oisoursement.

In trace, too, neitner tne Soviet Union nor Turkey Mas snowrn

ideological orejudice since the Soviet Trace Bank ooened in the

twenties; and aoart from the Cold War oerioc, trade has snown

steady growth. The imolementat ion of the exoort-oriented

economic stabilization orograrn in January 1979 has meant

increasea interest in Turkisn-Soviet Trace from tne wrivate

sector. In Pugust 1982 a hipn level delegation, of TurKisn

ousinessmen visited the UbSR. in dune 1i6.3 a har,; curren-jcv

agreement reolaces tne barter Terms of orevious trade.

Imoroving state-to-state relations nas iec to some ,ovieT

influence at the official level. Wnen Soviet-Turkisn relations

have been good TurKey inas snOwn consioeration for Tre noviets o:n

sensitive issues, such as M~oscow's reaction to L0-2 overfilents

and the oassage of certain Soviet vessels througn the straits.

However, this oolicy's maximum yield is not a oro-Soviet stance

but a neutralist one at oest. Nonetheless. since Turkey is a

valuaole iNATO mernmoer puaroino tne Soviet Union's only black bea

outlet and oossessino western Eurooe' s laroest standinc army.

Moscow will continue to pive hipn oriority to oood relations witn

Ankara.

II. The boviet Union has oained most influence in iurkev

Scurina oeriods of Turkish estrangement from the west. Turkish-

Soviet coooeration curino tne early stages of Turkey's revolution

enced centuries of conflict, and was the result of Turkey's



- 31 -

. diolomatic isolation from Eurooe. Conf-lict witn the United

States over Cvorus ana the arms emoaroo lea to Moscow's biogest

gainrs in Turkey. At the heigon of raoorochement, this incluoed

talk of supolyino Ankara witn arms arna oroviaino credits for

oevelooinr a domestic arms industry.

Moscow has tried to maintain the kind of even-nanded stace

on Cyorus that will win aooroval of Turkey as well as Greece,

with whom the Soviet Union has important interests. Pt present

Moscow is benefitting from Western Eurooean rejection of Turkey,

from its aid susoension and tnreatened exoulsion form the Council

of Eurooe. Ankara announced the imoortart business delegations

travel to the USSR immediately followinr Turkey's censor by five

O Eurooean natiorns over numan rights issues. Although it szronqlv

susoected Soviet influence in Turkey's cestaolization. nkrara

maintainec a hign level of correctness witn Moscow in larce oarr

as a counteroaiarce to Western criticisrn of tie military re~irme

anc oossiole snaps in U.b. suooort.

moscow has suoocrted Communism amono Turkish stucents anr

wor4ers in Western Europel and a numoer of oro-Soview exile

gr,:,uos have camoaigned against Turkey's military takeover.

further strainino Turkey's relations with the West. Moscow

benefits from the continui•g Anrmenian terrorist camoaicn c irectec

against Turkish officials: Turkey's diolomatic relations witl

Farance have come close to ruoture over the issue, wnicn has also

strained ties witi other allies.

in trne ruture tie So,'viet urniorn will oroanav continue co

seize ooortunities to exploit cifficuities witu "ur.ev's a.lies



. as an imoc:rtant oart of long-term sTratepy. Turkey's ceracnmen,

from NATO would be a Soviet triumon, aitnouch it is urnT•ikelv in

Vie foreseeaoie future.

ii!. Suooort for "orogressive" torces sucn as tne ;JQ as

been standara for ciarcestine radio, wnicn ur'ced is±ter ers to,

vote kPP in 1977 and continually calls tor a coormon rronTc of

orogressive labor unions, students, orofess ionai orpanizat ions

ano the military. Durino the late 197W's tne RUP u-ncer -_cevit

took imoortant steos to further Turkisn-Soviet relations. the

former orime minister was slow to condemn the Soviet invasion of

Afghanistan. in general, however, the election of an WP

government has been felt not so much in chanoes in -urkasn

foreign oolicy? as in increased influence for the left

. odomest ical ly. Direct Soviet suoport for the SPP coes not

necessarily helo the oartyv because it cistracts from its

inceoenoent imaoe.

Soviet influence or oner lecai "Drocoressive" Trou,. -as

rarnged from clanoestare oroaccast suoc,-,rt for rrac- urnioin• sri .es

to susoectea infiltration or even contro± ov ;C. memoers or

Soviet agents. Forms of suooort range from orooaparc-A to

financial aic.

Priority to the 19'W intervention. Soviet helo 7o- sucin

crouns bordered on suDversion, since crouo aims were az occs witl

those of the state. 4ierarchical, ciscislinea organizations are

good instruments for Soviet interests; throucn tInen coorCirared

. camoaigns for state cisruotion were mace oossioie anc carried

out. In the later 1970's for examole clarcestine oroaccasts

calls ror extensive strixes were followed ov oloocy s rr.es an,
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Sclashes. A number of infl ueential Prouos tcooX ro-o:,scow

oositions on many issues. in fact the Soviet LOrnion orroaal.•

exercised its orimary influence in Turkey tiroumn the vehicle of

such Oro-M~oscow organizat ions. rather than tnroupn the more

anarchic terrorist proups. Tnusl Turkey's new c,'nT itutionara

craft severely curtails the ritht to organize amornq professioral.

student ano trade union prouos.

IV. Moscow has resorted to preater or lesser threats

aoainst Turkey oon several occasions, witnout acnievinc the

cesirec result. moscow's oreatess tnreat. the territorial

demands of tne oost-war era, ousned Turkey to join NATO anr

oroduced the Soviet Union's first major ocst-war iolornasic

failure. It took Moscow fifteen years to neal tie ensuinc rift

with Ankara. Durinp the 1950's the Soviet Union sent TurKev

stiff warnings on Middle East issues. iore recently :Yoscow

ninted darnly that TurKey's awandonina cetente could lead to its

enG as a "nuclear cemetary": this lec to an imwnreCiate cool inc cf

relat ions.

Under oresent ccnoitiorns tne Soviet union stancs to cain

much more from : , oositive inducements than frcm nnreats. its mos:.

conrstant threat is tne unsooKen but untorgetTaoDe one of its own

Ioormina presence 1ust nortn of TurKisn terr itorv. coy t jis

reasPn tne boviet invasion of Hfananistan out a cieck orn Tne

Turkisn moves toward cetente. Che USSR is li<elv to torn to

tnreats only intermittently as a reminder of So, viet clOuz.

V. Ron at weast fifteen vears the extreme left in T;Urwev

has been fragmented into oro-anc anti-Moscow prouos. 7ne latter
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include maoists, Guevarrisrs. Trots•.yiTes anc S01r=er Wr',uTs or

P al kinCs. Leftist anta,:nism, toward Moscow stems frwl

traditions of Thurkisn-Russlan conflict soressea zo -urys sirnce

cntiinooc, from iceoiopicai cifferences ano rrr,, shn increasinD',

anarchic cuality of tne Turkish left whicn often views one

Soviets as react ionary. Under sucn ccnditions Soviet control o:f

the entire Turkisn left is all but imoossible.

A major exceotion to deeo anti-Moscow sentiment is found

amono factions of Kurdisn anra Armenian seoaratist prouos. Sere

traditional anti-Russian feeling is weaker, and some miani see

tne Soviets as ootential benefactors. P large orooortion of

Turkish terrorism oricinated in Turkey's soutneass w-here. Kurcs in

some areas comorise tne maiority of tne *oouiazion ftnroucnouz

Turkey they reoresens aoout fifteen oercen, of TurAr.ev's 4i

million oooulazion). kraos. a suyszantiallv smanier orooortion

of the oooulaTion concentrated in Turwev's sou:heast, would also

oe liable to Soviet infiuence tirougn !ini's witl tne loscow-

backed Syrians and LLO. There nave oeen some resorts' o4

coonerat ion in Turkey between Kurds arno Hrnmenian exoremists

(oerhaos not indigenous to TurKey's own Armenian ooouiation of

60.000, concentrated in istanbul).

In Purust 196d tnere were some 7/. d5J wersons urce-•-

detent ion or servin, sentences in Turkev. as comoarec to aziout

4, ,00 after the 19? i m I itarv irntervernt ion. mo ut 6,, to 110

oercent of the oris.'ners in 1961 were leftists. 1 numoer 0,

terrorist leaders were still at larne. iavirQ tied to weste.rn,

Eurooe ano the mliooe East. Tur.isn society races a creat

cnallenge to reinteorate snese tens of tnousarncs.



Leftist i ae, ocies -- Ym,.-scow- i. rso i rec or suoaorr ec o-

,tnerwise -- wii continue to attract atnererns in zne son,'s.

ar, d zne preazest carier l ies in eastern ýuryev. ,ocia-

dislocation,, raoic uroanization., oersistenrt u necuan ceveo,•mert

amono reoions ard classes, ard hne Oroximitv of socia. iss recimes

are some of tne reasons. m,1ajor social anc economic reforms are

not visiole, o, the Molitical hori zon. Tur~xev's economic

austerity program has rnot eased hion unemlooymernt or neloed

income redistrioution.

Turkey's gernerals nooe tnat a return to Kemalist values cart

hait this trend, and that a new constitution will cure structurai

weaknesses. Turkish society is resilient arc may nave lust

oassec a critical jirnt i its oeveioamernt. To Cate aimost no

evidence of oossible Soviet inrluence orn rniaitarv officers Pas

Deer, uncovered. except for a few incivicuals at she nor-

commissiorec officer levei. k cautious reaciric of o urwev's

future is. nowever., oourd to cive cornsiceraoie weicro to reinra

aria international cevelooments, arc tnese canrot be reac witn

certainty at tnis ooirt. whatever that future may hoic.. it is

certain tnat the Soviet Union's ai•cri interest in its southern,

reiponoor will continue.



SOVIET RELATIONS IN THE GULF

DAVID L. PRICE

92Xvit-Ira~i Rel atior2

Despite the formality of the Iraqi-Soviet Friendship Treaty

(1972), bilateral relations have been difficult, mutually

suspicious and more directly affected by events in Baghdad than

in Moscow.

Indirect Soviet-Iraqi links began in 1934 with the creation

of the Communist Party of Zraq (CPI) but its existence has been

precarious and violent and there is no evidence to show that the

CPr has had any influence on Iraqi policy. Formal relations were

established in August 1944, broken off in January 1955, then

resumed in March 1959. In the last 30 years there have been four

major bilateral agreements; a trade agreement (Oct. 1958); an

agreement on technical and economic cooperation (March 1959); the

creation of an Iraqi-Soviet Friendship Society (1959-63 and then

1961 to the present) and a Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation

(April 1972). Since 1959 and under the wide umbrella of these

agreements the Soviet Union has assisted about 40 major projects

in Iraq.

The turbulent progress of bilateral relations has presented

analysts with a reasonably clear picture of the main agents of

2oviet influence in Iraq-military aid, economic assistance and

Moscow's opportunism towards the CPI.
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The Soviet Union has made its greatest impact on Iraq with

military aid and sales programs which provided a direct and fast

route to influence. Before 1974 Moscow's arms sales to Iraq

totalled about $2 billion. But after the 1973 Middle East war,

the oil price rise, a shift in Soviet strategy ind the rising

cost of modern weaponry, Iraq was one of four clients (the others

were Syria, Algeria and Libya) that accounted for 70 percent of

total estimated Soviet sales of $34 billion in the period 1974-

79. It was also attractive to Moscow to be able to demand

payment in hard currency from oil-rich Iraq. For example, in

1976, Moscow signed a $1 billion arms deal with Iraq making it

the Soviet Union's top arms recipient. Since that time, Moscow

has delivered arms according to the terms of that agreement

including MiG-23s and T-62 tanks. The following year, Iraq

received one fifth.of total Soviet arms deliveries to the Third

World.

This massive increase in the sale and delivery of military

equipment to Iraq was accompanied by significant numbers of

Soviet military technicians and instructors. In 1978 it was
4

estimated that there were 1,100 such technicians in Iraq. But

the training is in two parts because it also includes the

instruction of Iraqi personnel in thr Soviet Union. It is

extremely difficult to calculate the number of Iraqis that have

received or are still on training in the Soviet Union; a Western

ambassador in the Gulf suggested to the writer that it could be

about 600. That seems low.



The quality of Soviet training is a matter for conjecture;

the performance of Iraqi forces against the Iranians in the

Shatt-al-Arab war suggests that it may not be very good. Soviet

instructors in Iraq assist in the assembly and maintenance of

military equipment and they groom the officer corps for staff and

operational duties. Training courses have been established for

an entire range of weaponry -- from small arms to advanced

fighter aircraft and air defense systems. Soviet instructors

also serve in Iraqi's staff schools and military academy. In

their capacity as advisors, Soviet officers have sometimes played

key roles in modernizing and reorganizing the Iraqi military

establishment. In exceptional cases Soviet officers have been

actively involved in combat operations; in the 1974/75 campaign

against Kurdish insurgents, Soviet officers directed several tank

and artillery attacks. It is conceivable that some Soviet

officers were involved in the recent Iraqi offensive against the

Iranians but they are obviously well back from the combat zone as

none has been captured or become a casualty.

Since the late 1970s, Iraq has diversified its arms supplies

by buying French equipment but still remains heavily dependent on

Soviet military hardware. Despite its arms sales to Iraq the

Soviet Union has not made ideological converts of the Iraqi

Saathist leadership. Nevertheless, as a vehicle, the transfer of

arms enabled Moscow to neutralize the Baghdad Pact (later CENTO)

and it has helped to weaken Western influence in the region. A

less tangible consequence of the military relationship is that

the Soviet Union has established important contacts with Iraqi

military leaders as well as with junior officers who may
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eventually hold key positions in the Iraqi power structure. But

as the Soviet Union has learned from two Middle East wars, a

special relationship with its client could bring it into

unwelcome military confrontation with the U.S.

But severe strains have entered the Soviet-Iraqi military

relationship partly because of Iraq's persecution of the CPI but

mainly because Iraq has condemned the Soviet invasion of

Afghanistan, Soviet neutrality in the Iraq-Iran war, and Soviet

reluctance to provide arms for the Iraqi war effort. Two Iraqi

military missions visited Moscow in 1981 but both were

unsuccessful. In addition, Iraq, in common with some Arab states

has been diversifying its sources of military equipment, a move

that could weaken the effectiveness of Soviet arms sales as a

political lever. It seems ironic that Iraq, which has received

about $10 billion (about 20 percent of total Soviet arms

commitment), has moved the furthest among Moscow's major arms

clients in seeking other suppliers. In January 1981, the

delivery of the first Mirage F-I fighters -- of 60 ordered in

1977 -- was reported in the W ng Ecost (2 Feb. 1981), which

contrasted markedly to the embargo on major arms shipments

imposed by Moscow since the start of the Iraq-Iran war in

September 1980.

These strains in the Soviet-Iraqi military relationship

serve to underline one of the fundamental weaknesses in that

relationship, which is Baathist chronic suspicion of Moscow. It

*is highly probable that whatever the result of the Iraq-Iran war,

the Soviet Union will continue to supply arms to Iraq and that
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those arms will be regularly upgraded. Soviet prestige is

. heavily involved in Iraq and there is a political forfeit to be

paid if Iraq were let down by Moscow. Yet, despite Moscow's

nearly 30-year military relationship with Iraq, at no point have

the Soviets it been able to convert it into effective political

leverage within the Iraqi leadership. No one in Baghdad can be

called Moscow's man.

Economic Assistancg and •Trade

The principal channel of Soviet economic assistance to Iraq

has been the oil industry. In December 1967, a letter of intent

was signed by the Committee for Foreign Economic Relations of the

Soviet Council of Ministers and the Iraq National Oil Company

(INOC), The agreement covered exploratory

drilling, supply of equipment by the Soviet Union all of which

would be paid for by Iraq in crude oil deliveries. Thus a

framework was established for a series of agreements and

contracts to be made between Iraqi and Soviet agencies not only

in oil but in many other fields.

In June 1969 a general agreement was signed between INOC and

the Soviet agency Machinoexport providing for a loan of $72

million under which contracts would be negotiated for the

provision of drilling rigs, survey teams, oilfield equipment, the

services of Soviet experts to assist in preparing designs and

specifications and training facilities of all kinds. By 1971

three further agreements in the oil sector had been signed for a

total of $285 million -- all to be paid for in crude oil. Should
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crude oil not be available, payment would be made in convertible

currency.

There is no doubt that between 1971-1975 Soviet technical

assistance to INOC was competent and the Iraqis admitted that

their own efficiency had improved. By 1974 Iraq had begun to

express its dissatisfaction with the slowness of Soviet equipment

delivery and several protocols were signed committing the Soviet

Union to expedite the supply of equipment. The Soviet Union also

undertook to supply tankers to export Iraqi crude and to

construct the projected pipeline from Rumailah to the

Mediterranean. In early 1972, a Soviet tanker under charter to

INOC left with 21,000 tons of crude oil for the Soviet Union. In

the second quarter of 1972 INOC exported 388,183 tons, half of

which went to the Soviet Union and another quarter to East

Germany. Soon after Alexei Kosygin headed a Soviet delegation to

the inaugural ceremonies in Baghdad, a 15-year Treaty of

Friendship and Cooperation was signed on April 9. The Middle

East Economic Survey (14 April 1972) stated "..the treaty's

significance lies in the fact that it consecrates the economic

and political presence of the Soviet Union in the Gulf area".

After 1974 the rapid increase in crude oil prices brought home to

the Iraqis the liabilities of barter trade. For example, in a

1971 agreement, the Soviet Union fixed the price of barter crude

30 percent below the posted price. Since then the crude oil

barter trade between both countries has been slowly but not

S completely dropped. Moreover INOC has become dissatisfied with

Soviet oil industry expertise. In 1979 the U.S. company

Halliburton was invited by Iraq to conduct a study of the north
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Rumailah field in an attempt to improve production and to

introduce enhanced recovery techniques.

Like other countries, Iraq has found that Soviet economic

assistance brings with it several disadvantages which a

developing country in a hurry -- like Iraq -- simply does not

need. By 1978, as a trading partner, the Soviet Union had

dropped from fourth to sixth as a supplier and was seventh as a

customer (non-oil). The main constraints of Soviet economic

aid, as seen by the Iraqis, are that it is tied to equipment

purchases in the Soviet Union. At least 95 percent of Soviet

economic aid interest must be pre-paid -- traditionally over 12

years -- at a rate of two and a half or three percent. In the

Soviet view, economic assistance seems productive and inexpensive

especially as the Iraqis had paid in crude oil; in 1978 the

Soviet Union received nearly 7 million tons of crude from Iraq.

Because the oil market has changed so dramatically in the last

few years, Iraq like Libya, has started selling -- not trading

its oil to the Soviet Union. The manpower in the Iraqi oil

industry is now mainly Iraqi, Brazilian, Indian and French. One

interesting area that might be developed is the possibility of

the Soviet Union becoming a major commercial importer of Arab and

Iraqi oil. If all that were involved were Soviet domestic

requirements, Soviet reserves are more than adequate for the

forseeable future. But the Soviet Union has commitments to other

Communist states. By 1990 the energy requirements of COMECON

members are expected to grow by 250 percent. At the same time

the main centers of extraction and production in the Soviet Union



are moving more and more to eastern regions which involves a

significant rise in costs. So at this rate more Arabian oil --

especially Iraqi -- is a very attractive proposition. But, given

their present problems, the Iraqis are not interested in selling

oil for non-convertible currencies.

The Soviet Union faces another obstacle in negotiating

Iraqi oil imports: the competition it presents to the

petrochemical industries of the Arab oil states. All of them

have petrochemical plants in operation which are meant to provide

an alternative source of income for those states which will

enable them to reduce their dependence on oil exports. But

competitive Soviet ammonia sales could average 3 million tons in

1987 and it is unlikely that this quantity can be absorbed by. world markets. So if the Soviet Union seeks to import Iraqi oil,

Iraq -- and its neighbors -- are justified in asking for a

reduction in Soviet petrochemical production. Iraq's honeymoon

with Soviet economic aid cooled in the mid-seventies. Visitors

to the annual Baghdad Trade Fair have remarked on the

predominance of American, French, Japanese, British, German and

Italian companies, all of which are doing business in Iraq.

Soviet technical assistance was crucial in 1970-1971 in

accelerating the development of Iraqi oil industry, but since

then, Iraqi economic development has been progressing steadily

under the advice and direction of Western consultants and

companies. Even the centralized economic plans -- based on the

Soviet model and adopted by Iraq -- are being loosened to a point

where 30 percent of the Iraqi economy is now run by the private
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sector. An Arab diplomat commented that "Soviet aid helped Iraq

to move from a crawl to a walk. Iraq can now run unaided".

The Communist Party of Ira1 ( I2 .2

For nearly 50 years, the relationship between the CPI and

the Iraqi regime has been disfigured by blood and vengeance.

Even when the CPI -- at its most successful point -- was

represented in government, it was subsequently persecuted, its

leadership hounded into exile and other leading figures hanged or

shot. One of the principal sources of tension between the CPI

and the ruling Baath party is that they are competitors for

power. This was not apparent in July 1968 when a Baathist junta

came to power and quickly took control of the Baath party, the

S state and the military machinery. During 1968-73, Iraqi-Soviet

relations peaked and the CPI came closest to sharing power with

the Baathists. The Treaty of Friendship was signed and an

internal power struggle within the CPI between Soviet and Chinese

factions was resolved in the Moscow group's favor. In 1973, the

CPI, after some Soviet pressure, agreed to form a progressive

National Front with the Baathists and the main Kurdish ethnic

party, the Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP).

But almost immediately the CPI found itself vulnerable to

the mercurial spasms of Iraqi-Soviet relations. In the 1973

Middle East war, the Soviet Union supported Egyptian and Syrian

efforts to negotiate a settlement with Israel. Iraq was opposed

to any negotiations. Moscow also failed to support Iraq in its

long-running dispute with Iran over the Shatt al Arab, and

disagreed with Baghdad on how to end the Kurdish conflict. It
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. certainly did not help the CPI's position that many of its

leaders were Kurds -- at a time when Iraq tried to destroy .the

Kurdish i'nsurgency at any cost. In March 1975 Iraq signed an

agreement with Iran that ended Iranian support for the Kurds.

Moscow complained that it should have been informed about the

agreement according to the terms of the 1972 treaty.

Animosity between the CPT and the Baath sharpened in 1978.

Its first sign was the Iraqi request to the Soviet embassy to

move. The embassy was close to the presidential palace from

which it could electronically eavesdrop on discussions in the

palace. The embassy refused, then the Iraqis cut off electricity

and water supplies to the building until the Soviets complied. In

May 1978, 21 Iraqi officers were executed for trying to organize

Communist cells inside the army. They had been arrested three

years previously. On July 17, 1978, Saddam Hussein declared that

the executions had been a political act and that they had been
S

carried out despite an appeal by the Soviet ambassador. At the

time of the executions the CPI lost its only cabinet post and in

December 1978, 18 other Communist officers and soldiers were

executed. The Baath party's sensitivity to leftist intrigue in

the military had some point because clandestine military

subversion had given the Baathists power a decade earlier.

This purge of the CPT-forced the leadership into exile in

Bulgaria and the PDRY where some of them were pursued by agents

of the Baathist government. Some Communists left Baghdad to join

O the Kurdish resistance under Jalal Talabani. There was no formal

public comment by the Soviet Union about the persecution of the
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CPI. In fact the episode underlined once again Moscow's

willingness to sacrifice local Communists in the interests of

state-to-state relations. But the purge of the CPI affected

these relations and Iraq began to criticize harshly the Soviet

Union. Iraq differed with Moscow over Ethiopia -- Baghdad

supported the Eritrean separatists while Moscow. provided massive

military aid to Ethiopia. Iraq also recorded its divergence from

the Soviet Union over a Middle East settlement. From the winter

of 1978 events in Iraq began to be dominated by the revolution in

Iran and by 1980, open warfare between the two countries brought

a further deterioration in Soviet-Iraqi relations. Moscow

refused to provide Iraq with the military equipment it asked for

and Baghdad correctly interpreted Soviet behavior at this stage

as another signal of Soviet imperialism and opportunism.

Prospects for thg CPI

In Iraq, the CPI is dominated by the Baathist security

machinery and is regarded with suspicion and distrust. It is

identified solely with the Soviet Union which puts it at a great

disadvantage against the Baathist claim to be socialist, Arab and

secular. In short it is at the mercy of a violent and vengeful

regime. Moreover, the example of the Iranian revolution has

flushed out another major threat to the CF'I-Islamic

fundamentalism. The Communists compete for essentially the same

public as the fundamentalists and in the industrial areas of

Baghdad and southern Iraq, the Shia fundamentalists have cut a

broad swathe through the CPI's potential supporters. The only

common factor between them is that, in essence, they are both
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ant i-reg ime. But that is not much of a bond because the

Baathists will probably intrigue amongst the movements so as to

set them at each other's throats. The CPI's only hope is that if

it can maintain its organization, and should the present Baathist

regime fall, it might be able to do a deal with the incoming

junta. Yet in traditional Iraqi fashion, that junta could be

even more violent than its predecessor. And if the Shia Islamic

fundamentalists participate in political change in Baghdad, they

will be as hostile to the CPI as are the Baathists.

Soviet-Kuwait Relations

The historical record of Soviet policy towards the Persian

Gulf between 1917 and 1955 reveals that priority was given to the

S non-Arab regional actors, Turkey and Iran. It is probable that

this priority is still high in Moscow's southern policy because

these two countries share borders with the Soviet Union. Soviet

concern for the security of its southern borders has been

especially acute when Turkey and Iran were firmly pro-Western.

Although Soviet inrterest in the Persian Gulf has been well

documented in Soviet-Nazi relations in the 1940s, there was no

direct manifestation of it until the early 1970s. At that time

3ritish military withdrawal from the Gulf, the emergence of the

Indian Ocean as a strategic region, the Shah of Iran's imperial

ambitions, the Arab-Israeli dispute, and the scramble for oil

supplies were some of the main factors that drew the Soviet Union

S into the region. In the Arab Gulf, Moscow's position was weak;

it had diplomatic relations with Kuwait and Iraq but in neither
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case has it been able to convert those links into decisive

regional political and military advantage.

Diplomatic relations with Kuwait were established in March

1963 and they were followed by an agreement on economic and

technical cooperation (Feb. 1965) and a cultural agreement (March

1967). The first and only arms deal was the sale of a battery of

SAM 6/7 missiles for $50 million in 1979. (A trespassing Iranian

Phantom was shot down by a Kuwaiti manned SAM 6 in November

1980). On the face of it the links are modes and do not appear

to loom large in the foreign policies of either country. In

material terms Kuwait does not receive many benefits from its

Soviet links. Moscow supplies lumber, cement, building materials

and machinery to Kuwait but this constitutes less than 5 percent

of Kuwait's foreign trade. Similar products of better quality

and lower prices are available from Asian and Western suppliers.

The cultural and technical links are slightly more visible

in the form of ballet troupes, news agency cooperation, fisheries

and medical experts and the rare visits of Soviet orientalists.

Kuwait's arms inventory is almost exclusively American, British

and French. But if neither side gets much in the way of material

benefits and concessions, the political value of the link is

high. The main justification for the investment from the Soviet

side is that (a) the Soviet embassy in Kuwait is the only one in

the 'lower Gulf and it is backed by seven other East European

embassies (GDR, Poland, Yugoslavia, Romania, Czechoslovakia,

Sulgar-ia and Hungary) all of which combine to form a highly

efficient listening post; (b) for the Soviet Union, Kuwait is a

channel to Saudi Arabia which Moscow energetically and
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assiduously cultivates; (c) the importance to the Soviet Union of

earning the goodwill of the six-nation fledgling Gulf Cooperation

Council (GCC) formed in May 1981 and largely a Saudi creation.

For Kuwait, diplomatic relations with Moscow allows the

emirate to play a convincing role as non-aligned nation between

the superpowers. This role is played skillfully and gives Kuwait

exceptional influence in the region and in the Middle East

conflict. Its Foreign Minister can talk to Washington and

Riyadh, and also to Moscow and Aden. But this link also brings

with it pressures in the form of persistent lobbying -by the

diplomats of eight Communist nations and the stream of visitors

they inspire. In mid-1982 there were about 217 Soviet and East

European diplomats in Kuwait, and in six months, major

delegatiorns from Hungary, Bulgaria and the Soviet Union visited

the emirate. In contrast, non-Communist diplomats in Kuwait were

nine times greater in number and there were 37 ministerial visits

to Kuwait from Asia, Africa, the Middle East, Europe and North

America. But the point about emphasizing the contrast is that

the East European and Soviet diplomats and visitors spoke with

one voice, and presented a united front. East European diplomats

have told the writer on several occasions that each Communist

embassy or delegation in its turn raises the question with

Kuwaiti officials of Soviet-Saudi relations. The Eastern bloc

has tried to organize two freelance operations like a Bulgarian

trade fair in the UAE arid an East German cultural week in

Bahrain. Both were courteously blocked by the host governments.

Most of the Communist diplomats in Kuwait are allowed to visit
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some of the lower Gulf states like Bahrain, Qatar and the UAE,

but none, with the exception of the Romanians and Yugoslavs, are

allowed to visit Saudi Arabia and Oman.

In, many respects, East European links with Kuwait allow

these countries to earn much-needed hard currency. When the

Bulgarian president, Todor Zhivkov visited Kuwait in March 1982,

the joint communique mentioned that Bulgaria was seeking

"..economic cooperation particularly in industrial and touristic

fields in addition to sources of finance" (Kuwait News @_e2ncg, 13

March 1982). Kuwaiti officials and ministers have visited every

East European state and the Emir of Kuwait visited Yugoslavia,

Bulgaria and Romania in 1981.

. Kuwait and Soviet-Saudi Links

Since early 1979, in a move related to the Iranian

revolution, the Soviet media has maintained a steady and cordial

attitude towards Saudi Arabia. But it was not until November

1981, following the Emir's visit to the Balkars, that the Soviet

press singled out Kuwait. The Soviet newspaper, Sovietskaya

Rossiva (12 November 1981) praised the role that iRuwait played in

the affairs of the Middle East and the world. "The government of

Kuwait" it said, "firmly adheres to the principle of positive

neutrality. It consistently stands for the consolidation of

peaceful security, for reducing international tension, for the

termination of the arms race, for the elimination of all seats

(sic) of crises and for the eradication of the remnants of

colonialism". The article noted that the Kuwaiti leaders have

repeatedly made a "...high appraisal ,of the stand maintained by
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. the U.S.S.R. which speaks up firmly in support of the right of

the Arab Gulf states to use their national wealth at their -own

discretion. Kuwait was one of the first states in the region to

back up the well-known proposals by Leonid Brezhnev on ensuring

peace and security in the Gulf". This last statement is a total

falsification of the record. When Kuwait's Foreign Minister

visited the Soviet Union in April 1981 the joint communique was

vague on the Brezhnev proposals and when the Kuwaiti minister

returned to Kuwait he stated candidly that Kuwait and the Soviet

Union held different views on Gulf security.

Subsequently, the London-based Financiaj Times (16 November

1981) ran a story about imminent Soviet-Saudi links. The story

alleged that Saudi Arabia promised its oil-producing neighbors

. that it would".. urgently review the question of diplomatic

relations with the Soviet Union. The pledge is understood to

have come after strong pressure from Kuwait which has had an

arnbassador in Moscow since 1962. The other members of the Gulf

Cooperation Council (GCC) are believed to have indicated they

were prepared to exchange ambassadors with Moscow". But,

consistent with tradition, Saudi Arabia officially denied the

reports. Yet the pattern is set; the Soviet Union is in no hurry

to clinch it with Saudi Arabia. After all, it has time and has

been pursuing the same general trends of its foreign policy since

1917 -- sorme Soviet watchers argue that parts of that policy are

of even greater vintage. At the moment, Kuwait's close associa-

S tion with Saudi Arabia is convenient for the Soviet Union; it



- 17-

might just serve Soviet purposes, something might just come of

. it.

Kuwait i-Soviet jnhks a&Lid thIe QC_

The Gulf Cooperation Council (SCC), formed in May 1981, is a

political association of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar,

the UAE and Oman. Its Secretary General is the former Kuwaiti

ambassador to Washington, Abdulla Bishara. Although the GCC is a

Saudi creation, its public image is Kuwaiti. Not surprisingly,

the Soviet Union took an interest in its formation. Initially,

that interest was in the form of spoiling tactics, especially

when Kuwait was, momentarily, at the center of the Arab-Soviet

relationship. The Soviet ambassador to Kuwait, Nikolai Sikachev

.was interviewed by a local Arabic daily, Al Seyassah (14 March

1981) and the GCC -- the hottest topic around at the time -- was

not mentioned. Through their South Arabian clients, the PDRY,

the Russians tried to persuade the GCC conference in Muscat

(March 1981) to address the issue of U.S. facilities in the Gulf

and the Horn of Africa. A Saudi diplomat pointed out that the

PDRY message did not mention the Soviet military presence in

Aden.

A year later the Soviet attitude may have changed but it has

yet to be officially recorded. The Soviet Union may be playing

the waiting game until the GCC's policy towards Moscow is

defined. In fact, the issue of Soviet-GCC relations has

presented Bishara with a few problems. At the second GCC summit

in Qatar (Oct. 1981) he discounted speculation that the GCC would

discuss diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union. He stressed
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that member states of the GCC, "..not even Kuwait, have requested

the inclusion of the diplomatic ties with Moscow on the agenda"

(Qatar News Aagene, 28 Oct. 1981). Five months later, Bishara

was again on the defensive: "Gulf countries are maintaining a

dialogue with Eastern Europe directly and through embassies in

Kuwait. The GCC has no East European embassies but that will not

affect the dialogue. Embassies are not important to make contact

with these countries" (Emirates Ne g enc_, February 3, 1982).

A month later, interviewed on Kuwait television, Bishara

spoke with more candor. "The Gulf countries are reluctant to

exchange diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union and other

socialist countries because they have no initiative in world

affairs. But the absence of relations with them does not mean

that the Gulf states are aligned against them". Bishara added

that "..the Soviet Union is involved in problems directly

affecting the GCC member countries. Oman had complained that the

Soviet Union is playing a role in the Sultanate's dispute with

South Yemen". He disclosed that the question of exchanging

diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union had been under

discussion for nearly a year within the GCC." Kuwait and the PLO

have been trying to talk Saudi Arabia and other GCC members to

balance their relations with the West by exchanging diplomatic

ties with Moscow and East European countries" (Kuwait News

A~ency, 21 March 1982).

SA month later Bishara's premonitions were fulfilled when the

GCC suspended the dialogue with the Eastern bloc countries soon

after the Soviet Union refused to guarantee it would not meddle
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. in the domestic affairs of the region. To quote a Kuwaiti

official, 'we were convinced we stood to gain nothing from a

dialogue and diplomatic ties with the Soviet Union and other

socialist countries".

Soviet-Kuwaiti diplomatic relations have produced

insignificant material benefits in the last 20 years. But for

both parties, those links have political and symbolic

significance that greatly exceeds bilateral trade and cultural

rsl-tions. The Communist presence in Kuwait provides a long-term

listening post for petro-political events in the Persian Gulf, a. conduit for Soviet-Saudi relations and a diplomatic antenna to

monitor and react to (and possibly influence) the emergence of a

regional, political strategic alliance.

Nevertheless, despite the tenacity and opportunism of Soviet

policy towards Kuwait, there is no sign that Kuwait's national

interest or political behavior has been affected by that policy.

The emirate's material interests are served by the West, it is

unlikely to be invaded by Soviet forces, pro-Soviet subversives

have no prospects in the state, and the pressures that bear most

heavily on Kuwait are those exerted by Saudi Arabia, Iraq,, more

recently Iran, Islamic fundamentalism and the Palestinians.
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THE U.S.S.R. AND EGYPT

by Alvin Rubinstein

When the post-Stalin Soviet leadership embarked on its

forward policy in the Third World in the mid-1950s, relations

wýth Egypt figured prominently in the Kremlin's thinking. Egypt

(with India) was the centerpiece of Soviet attention and

expectations. Over the years, the Soviet Union invested enormous

economic, military, and political capital in pioneering

undertakings, ranging from construction of major projects to

restoration of the fighting capability of a client defeated in

war to deployment of combat forces on behalf of a client faced

with defeat at the hands of a U.S.-backed regional rival.

During almost three decades of sustained and intense

interaction, the Soviet quest for influence in Egypt was marked

by frustrations and stunning setbacks, greater than those

experienced by the U.S.S.R. in any other courted Third World

country -- and all of them despite commendable Soviet behavior as

a patron and protector. A verdict of "failure" would- seem

warranted, and even in Soviet circles there are probably those

who would agree. However, in assessing Soviet policy in a Third

World country, it is important not to impute to Soviet leaders

criteria of success and failure that appear reasonable or

compelling to us, and not to overlook the broader context within

which that policy evolved. The Soviet Union pursues a number of

simultaneous objectives in the Third World: to support

* •governments whose regional policies oppose those of the United

States and its clients; to acquire military facilities; to



undermine Western influence; to encourage reliance on the Soviet

Union; to enhance the position of local Communist parties; and to

promote the establishment of Soviet-type vanguard parties. Such

a full plate complicates the process of determining the hierarchy

of Soviet preferences, which is a necessary step if we are to

ascribe success or failure to a particular policy.

A key to the enigma of Soviet policy is the notion of

strategic context. The priorities that impel Soviet leaders and

explain why they persist in believing the game is worth the

candle inheres in the quest for local and regional advantages

conducive to the advancement of Soviet imperial aims. Criteria

for evaluating Soviet policy may be identified in order of

importance: first, the changed configuration of regional

alignments that emerge as a consequence of Soviet behavior;

second, the extent to which U.S. policy or interests are

undermined; and third, the increase in Soviet influence in

specific countries or movements.

Soviet-Egyptian relations are analyzable in terms of

discrete periods during which certain priorities and

characteristics predominated. This periodization -- 1955 to

1967, 1967 to 1973, and 1974 to the present -- highlights the

continuities and changes in Soviet policy, the means used to

implement that policy, and the principal accomplishments and

disappointments. It allows for evaluating past Soviet influence

and speculating about future Soviet prospects. Moreover, such an

approach could facilitate comparison with Soviet efforts toward

other Third World countries, and it suggests that the quest for



influence is a cyclical, on-going process rather than a zero-sum

game.

From 1917 to 1945 the U.S.S.R.'s policy in the Middle East

focused on geographically contiguous Turkey, Iran, and

Afghanistan. After World War 1i, despite new opportunities,

Soviet prospects in the Arab East were bleak. Stalin's attempted

blackmail of Turkey and Iran and his support in the United

Nations General Assembly for the partition of Palestine and the

creation of the State of Israel intensified the Arab world's

deeply ingrained suspicions of Communism, whose philosophy of

materialism was diametrically opposed to the tenets of Islam.

Arab Communists, drawn primarily from ethnic and religious

minorities, were weak, generally of low status, and isolated from

mainstream nationalist movements.

The Soviet Union and Egypt discovered one another in the

changed domestic, regional, and international circumstances that

followed the death of Stalin in March 1953 and the emergence of

Gamal Abdel Nasser after the toppling of the monarchy in July

1952. On the one hand, Soviet leaders aimed to undermine the

interlocking system of alliances that the United States was

trying to extend to the Middle East. On the other, Nasser,

opposed to the establishment of Western-sponsored military pacts

in the region, resented the flow of British arms to Iraq, Egypt's

main rival in the Arab world, and felt frustrated by his

inability to purchase weapons for strengthening his army against

Israel. This convergence of interest paved the way for expansion

S of Soviet-Egyptian relations. On September 27, 1955, after a

number of visits by Soviet officials and a flurry of secret
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negotiations, Nasser announced a major arms agreement between

Egypt and Czechoslovakia (the U.S.S.R.'s temporary surrogate).

Arms became the key to Moscow's entry 'Into Egypt and its

subsequent campaign for influence.

Soviet aims were to undermine the Western (particularly

American) political-military presence in the Arab world,

establish a Soviet presence there, and encourage a pro-Soviet

orientation among Arab nationalist movements. The outlines of a

far ranging Soviet strategy for attaining these objectives

emerged during the mid-1950s: to support those Arab regimes that

opposed Western military groupings in the Middle East; to

encourage regimes that opted for nonalignment politically and the

non-capitalist path of development economically; to exploit the

S Arab-Israel dispute; to use political rivalries in the Arab world

for improving its position with anti-Western regimes; to expand

economic and military ties in order to acquire political

influence; and to encourage, where feasible, the legitimation of

Communist participation in Arab nationalist movements.

The changes in Soviet policy preceded a doctrinal

revisionism whose impetus came from a more sophisticated

appreciation of the possibilities that existed for penetrating

the Third World. This "forward policy" received ideological

sanction at the Twentieth Congress of the Communist Party of the

Soviet Union (CPSU) in February 1956, when Nikita S. Khrushchev

stressed the political-strategic importance of the Afro-Asian

world and the uses that the emerging "zone of peace" could have
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for the promotion of Soviet interests; but it was driven by the

urge for strategic advantage.

From 1955 on, Soviet-Egyptian relations became a function of

U.S.-Egyptian relations: deterioration in the latter led to

improvement in the former. During the 1954 to 1957 period, when

Moscow's role was still minimal, Washington exaggerated the

extent to which Moscow could exploit Nasser for its own purposes

and underestimated Nasser's capacity for unpredictable

initiatives. The 1955 Soviet-Egyptian arms deal proved fateful,

because it alienated the United States and Britain, as well as

heightened Israel's fears; and because it emboldened Nasser,

leading both to his recognition of the People's Republic of China

in May 1956, a move that, in turn, impelled Secretary of State

John Foster Dulles to withdraw support for America's financing of

the Aswan High Dam, and to his nationalization of the Suez Canal

Company in July 1956, thus triggering the chain of events that

prompted Israel, Britain, and France to attack Egypt at the end

of October 1956.

Though it was American, not Soviet, pressure on Britain,

France, and Israel that forced their withdrawal and saved Nasser,

the Soviet Union's prestige nonetheless rose spectacularly in the

Arab world as it replaced Egyptian arms lost to the Israelis in

Sinai, lent Egypt several hundred million dollars for economic

development, and upheld Cairo's position in United Nations

discussions. Khrushchev spoke out strongly on Egypt's behalf,

but he carefully avoided any military actions that might elicit a

foreceful response from the United States, still the preeminent

military power in the region. He did, however, further expand



Soviet assistance to Egypt: in October 1958, Moscow agreed to

*i afinance the construction of the Aswan Dam; trade increased,, as

did interaction in the political and cultural spheres.

The revolution that overthrew Nuri Said's pro-Western regime

in Baghdad in July 1958 and that had been hailed by Moscow and

Cairo, paradoxically, caused their first serious disagreements.

During the 1959-1961 period, the Soviet Union found itself

increasingly supportive of Iraq, at a time when relations between

Egypt and Iraq turned sour because of contentiousness over how

best to advance Arab unity. For Moscow, Iraq took a correct

position on key issues. For example, whereat Nasser was trying

to balance good relations with the U.S.S.R. with an improvement

in ties to the Western countries, Iraq was militantly hostile to

S the West; whereas Egypt suppressed local Communists, Iraq

tolerated them; and whereas Nasser engaged in bitter public

exchanges with Khrushchev over the merits of Arab socialism

versus the-Soviet variant (scientific socialism), Iraq posed no

such ideological challenge.

Shrewdly, Khrushchev kept Moscow's mini-Cold War with Cairo

over outlook, strategy, and issues from interfering with the

steady expansion of economic and military ties. He did not wish

to alienate Nasser, who was enormously popular in the Arab world.

Moreover, by mid-1961-1962, disenchantment with Iraq's strongman,

Abd al-Karim Qasim, had set in because he turned against local

Communists. However, it was military considerations that loomed

most prominently in Khrushchev's decision to tone down his

disagreement with Nasser. The May 1961 Albanian eviction of the
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Soviets from the naval base they had enjoyed at Valone since the

S end of World War I1 and the imminent U.S. deployment of Polaris

submarines in the Mediterranean whetted Moscow's strategic

interest in Egypt and prompted intensification of its courtship

of Cairo.

Moscow increased the size of its aid programs and backed

Nasser's intervention in Yemen from 1962 to 1967: the 60,000 to

80,0M0 troops were Egyptian; the weapons, supplies, and

logistical support were Soviet. By subsidizing Nasser, the

Kremlin sought to advance several objectives: above all, to

deepen Nasser's dependency, in order to obtain naval facilities

for the Soviet Mediterranean fleet; to intensify pressure on the

British in Aden, and on Saudi Arabia; to establish close ties

5 with a new "progressive" force and prevent its being overthrown

by "reactionary," Western-supported leaders. Throughout, it

played up the threat from imperialism. Ideological arid political

dilemmas were subordinated to the pursuit of strategic and

military oblectives. While aid to Egypt did not bring Moscow a

privileged position until after the June War, it did induce

Nasser to persist in a policy that narrowed his options and

heightened his dependence on the U.S.S.R.

For reasons of his own, Nasser muted his disagreements with

Khrushchev. On the eve of the Soviet leader's visit in May 1964,

he arminestied imprisoned Communists in a gesture of political

reconciliation. He also permitted Soviet naval ships to make

visits, but refused to negotiate any permanent arrangements.

S Indeed, notwithstanding four official visits (in 1961, 1965,

1966, and 1967) by Soviet Admiral Sergei G. Gorshkov and



extensive Soviet military assistance, Moscow had very little to

show for its courtship; "Egypt itself was taking more than it.was

giving.

After Khrushchev was deposed in October 1964, his

successors, urged on by the Soviet military, worked hard to

strength Soviet-Egyptian ties. Economic aid was increased; high-

ranking officials exchanged visits more frequently; and major

arms agreements were concluded in November 1964 and again a year

later. But none of this brought tangible military benefits or

political influence over Egyptian policy.

In broad strategic terms, however, the Soviet Union's

support for Nasser had helped to nurture a diplomatic environment

in the Arab world that was conducive to development of a

substantial Soviet presence in this heretofore uncongenial region

and that positioned Moscow in the spring of 1967 to take

advantage of unanticipated events. Relations between Moscow and

Cairo were good, but far from intimate. It took a catastrophe to

bring the Soviets the military privileges they coveted.

It

Egypt's defeat in June 1967 proved a boon for the Soviet

Union. It paved the way for a massive infusion of Soviet

military and economic aid and, more importantly, of Soviet

advisers and military personnel: some 2,000 advisers, including

about 800 attached to the air force, arrived very quickly to help

in the retraining. Cairo's dependence was total: the army and

air force had to be re-equipped and retrained to handle advanced



'aircraft and surface-to-air missile systems; Soviet advisers

operated at all levels of the army; the economy required imports

of food, industrial materials, and machinery, much of which

Moscow financed on favorable terms with little prospect of

repayment. Nasser's vulnerability and need for Soviet protection

led him to grant the military privileges that the Soviet military

had sought since 1961 -- naval facilities at Alexandria and Port

Said and airfields for the use of Soviet -ircraft, which could

engage in ASW operations and reconnoiter the movements of the

U.S. Sixth Fleet. Between 1967 and 1969 alone, the U.S.S.R.'s

input into Egypt was in the range of three to four billion

dollars, though rough approximations of the actual cost fail to

convey the central position that Moscow acquired in Egypt.

Soviet leaders handled Nasser skillfully. They made no

demands, exerted no pressure. True, there was no need: Nasser

acted admirably from their perspective. He had provided military

facilities; championed an anti-U.S. coalition in the Arab world;

brought the Soviet Union into intimate contact with Arab

nationalist movements; pruned the military of social

"reactionaries," and encouraged an enormously expanded Soviet

role in Egypt's economy and armed forces. Yet Moscow was to

discover that while a commanding position could bring many

concrete advantages, exercising political influence and

institutionalizing Egypt's dependency were highly improbable

withwut imposing onerous controls that jeopardized the very

influence it had seemingly acquired.

INasser's strategy after June 1967, deliberate or intuitive,

was to enmesh the U.S.S.R. increasingly in the defense and



prormiotiion Egyptian interests without surrendering ultimate

authority or sovereignty. Though heavily dependent on Soviet

aid, Nasser was not a satrap. He neither introduced the

extensive socio-economic changes counselled by Soviet advisers

nor legalized the Communist party. As Egypt recovered, he strove

not only to allay domestic restiveness and restore his prestige

in the Arab world, but also to put the Israelis on the defensive.

Shows of military assertiveness in late Summer 1968, initially

with sniper fire across the Suez Canal and the laying of mines on

the Israeli-held eastern bank of the waterway, and followed by

sporadic artillery and air duels in the canal area during

September and October, intensified, without consulting Moscow,

creating a crisis atmosphere that would force the United Nations

and particularly the great powers to require an Israeli

withdrawal. When months of inconclusive diplomatic maneuvering

passed, he decided to launch, over Soviet opposition, the "war of

attrition" -- his interim answer to an unacceptable stalemate.

Moscow was anxious to prevent the situation from escalating

further. Between its post-August 1968 military occupation of

Czechoslovakia and clashes with the Chinese along the Ussuri

River in March 1969, the Kremlin had its hands full. But Nasser

went his own way and carried the reluctant Soviets along with

hi m.

Despite Nasser's total military dependence on the Soviet

Union, two issues cramped the Soviet-Egyptian relationship in the

summrner and fall of 1969: Moscow's inability to dissuade Nasser

from escalating the fighting and its unwillingness to exert the
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kinds of pressure that might have given him pause. For example,. judging by the lavish expenditure of artillery shells, it did not

restrict supplies, for fear that such blatant pressure would

undermine its position in Egypt.

Nasser's war of attrition backfired, however. Far from

forcing Israel to reconsider the price of occupying Egyptian

land, it resulted instead in heavy Egyptian losses along the

canal from the Israeli air force's as well as relentless pounding

in Israeli deep penetration raids, which by mid-January 1970 had

extended to the outskirts of Cairo itself. Nasser's plight --

indeed, his very political future -- impelled him to fly secretly

to Moscow on January •2 for four days of talks with Soviet

leaders.

Unwilling to abandon the man who had brought them into the

mainstream of the Arab world and in whom they had already

invested considerable resources and prestige, Soviet leaders

sharply raised their ante to the point of committing ;09000

combat troops to man missile sites and the air defense of Egypt's

heartland. For the first time in its history, the Soviet Union

assumed an operational responsibility for the active defense of a

non-Communist country. The decision was leavened by Nasser's

offer of unhindered Soviet military access to Alexandria, Port

Said, and Sollum, as well as unrestricted use of six major

airfields, and freedom to deploy Soviet ground air defense

personnel and combat pilots -- all of this in studied contrast to

June 1967, when Moscow's request for exclusive control over areas

quartering Soviet advisers had been rejected. Moscow saved

Nasser and further secured its military-strategic foothold. By
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the time of the cease-fire of August 7, 1970, and until July

1972, Soviet privileges in Egypt were at a record high; -and

Moscow thought it had a dependent client capable of resisting but

not defeating Israel and therefore sensitive to its wishes and

goodw i 11.

When Nasser died on September 28, 1970, Moscow expected

continuity in leadership but instead watched a succession

struggle that resulted in the virtual elimination in May 1971 of

Nasser's entire entourage, on which it had predicated further

cultivation of the privileged Soviet position in Egypt.

Concerned over the unexpected turn of events and the durability

of its strategic assets in Egypt, Moscow pressed for a

formalization of the Soviet-Egyptian relationship. An

i unprecedented pledge of soviet support for a non-Communist Third

World country, the resulting treaty of friendship and

cooperation, signed on May 27, 1971, explicitly committed the

Soviet Union to the defense of Egypt suggesting that Moscow

believed it would obtain an important return in influence over

Egyptian policy. Soviet leaders felt obliged to expand their

commitments merely to preserve their existing position. But the

treaty did not improve that position in any sphere of Egyptian

life; on the contrary, the Soviets were constrained to be silent

while Sadat suppressed "progressive" elements and took such

"bourgeois" steps as increasing the permissible size of private

landholdings.

On the eve of Nasser's death, the U.S.S.R's military

position in Egypt was at its apogee: the elaborate and thickened
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air defense system, which was one of the strongest in the World,. was Soviet-operated; the advanced MiG-21s were Soviet-piloted and

only Soviet personnel handled the new MiG-23s and the deployed

Su-1l fighter-bombers; Moscow enjoyed extensive air and naval

privileges; and Soviet advisers functioned from the battalion

level to the highest echelons of the Egyptian High Command. Yet,

despite the impressive Soviet military presence, and Egypt's

heavy dependence, Moscow's political influence was more apparent

than real. As Nasser had demonstrated when he ignored Soviet

advice and launched the war of attrition, Egypt's dependency did

not give the patron-protector automatic control over its policy.

The reasons go to the heart of superpower-Third World

relationships, namely, that they are asymmetrical both as to aims

and accomplishments, and involve an active give-and-take. The

donor is not a free agent unaffected by the courtship. In its

quest for advantages, the U.S.S.R. had to accept restraints on

its use of power and assets that are systemically derived. In

sum, it had to tolerate irritating, frustrating local

fractiousness, and unpredictability on the part of the courted

country's leadership. This is the price that a superpower must

pay to stay in the influence game in the Third World, and Third

World countries have learned to exploit this phenomenon to their

advantage. They undoubtedly hoped that the treaty would

frustrate Washington's attempt to work out an Egyptian-Israeli

settlement without Soviet participation and weaken the position

of those in Sadat's circle who favored increased contacts with

the United States.
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Despite the treaty, Moscow found Anwar Sadat -- the new

Pharaoh -- difficult. He wanted more weaponry than it was

willing to supply; the Egyptian military was restive over the

brusque and patronizing attitude of Soviet advisers; and the

completion of the Aswan Dam in January 1971 brought new high-

priced requests for economic assistance. Also, Sadat helped to

suppress a Communist-inpired coup in the Sudan in July 1971,

cracked down on Egyptian Communists, and flirted with ways of

improving relations with the United States. On July 8, 1972, a

little more than a year after the signing of a treaty that Moscow

thought a guarantee of its presence in Egypt, Sadat informed the

Soviet ambassador that the services of Soviet military advisers

would no longer be required, part July 17. Frustrated by his

inability to augment the flow of arms and increasingly convinced

that Moscow and Washington, in the interest of promoting detente,

had agreed to freeze the condition of "no war, no peace" in the

Middle East, Sadat decided that an "electric shock" was needed to

straighten out the Soviet-Egyptian relationship.

On July I1, 1972, Sadat publicly announced the termination

of the mission of Soviet military personnel (between 15,000 and

20,000), including all Soviet pilots. Of the once extensive

Soviet military presence in Egypt, only the naval privileges were

allowed to remain more or less as before. By the summer of 1972,

thre:.? years after the Soviet Union had shielded the Egyptians

from certain defeat, the Soviet position in Egypt had slipped

considerably, but still retained some advantages. In the

economic sphere, Soviet involvement in the industrial sector was

important. In the military sphere, though deprived of the use of
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Egyptian airfields, the Soviet Union was permitted the continued

use of ports and anchorages. (By 1976, the once prominent Soviet

military presence was a thing of the past.) This stunning turn

of events demonstrated that neither a major presence nor heavy

dependency would necessarily assure influence for the patron, and

that a superpower unable or unwilling to impose its military

power directly on the domestic system of a client state was

vulnerable to the vagaries of a client's change of attitude or

po I icy.

A limited reconciliation preserved the Soviet-Egyptian

relationship intact until the Arab-Israeli war of October 1973.

By early 1973, Moscow had resumed arms deliveries to Egypt at

pre-July 1972 levels, mostly thanks to Sadat's newfound Saudi

Arabian bankroller, ready and willing to provide hard currency

for Soviet arms purchases: what the Soviet Union was reluctant

to supply gratis in large quantities, it happily (and quietly)

sold for much-needed hard cash. The flow of weaponry into Egypt

had proceeded apace, notwithstanding Moscow's ire at Sadat's

abrupt curtailment of military privileges and its criticisms of

his rebourgeoisization of Egypt's economy and deviation from

socialism.

The decision to go to war on October 6, 1973, was made in

Cairo and Damascus. The conflict was one Moscow did not want but

did nothing to prevent. Once the fighting began, the Soviet

Union showed itself more protective of its Arab clients. (especially Syria) than of detente with the United States.

Within 72 hours it mounted a major effort to resupply them with
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critical items such as surface-to-air missiles and equipment,

antitank ammunition, tanks, and assorted light weapons. Again,

as in 1970, the Kremlin acted very much the geneours and

protective patron, shielding Egypt and Syria from defeat and

enabling both countries to emerge from the war with significant

political gains. It stymied U.S. attempts to arrange for cease-

fire resolutions at the United Nations until the tide turned

against the Arabs militarily; used the Soviet navy provocatively

for the first time in a Middle East crisis; and signalled a

readiness, if need be, to risk confrontation with the United

States in order to keep Israeli forces from destroying the

Egyptian Third Army on the eastern side of the canal and moving

on Cairo.

Yet, hardly had the cease-fire taken hold on October 25 than

Sadat jolted Moscow by sending his Foreign Minister to Washington

to negotiate, among other things, a restoration of diplomatic

relations (which was effected on February 28, 1974). After

having forcefully demonstrated its credibility as a patron,

Moscow found itself, paradoxically, odd capital out in Cairo, as

Sadat proceeded to plump all his eggs ostentatiously in

Washington's lap. The Soviets had provisioned Egypt, saving it

again from certain defeat, and imperiled their detente with the

United States, only to find their relations with Sadat worse than

ever, and the Soviet Union relegated to the sidelines in the

negotiations to bring an end to the cycle of Arab-Israeli wars.

Sadat's mercurial turn to Washington and open alienation of

Moscow was prompted by a combination of personal, political, and

economic reasons. In July 1972 and again in October 1973, he
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took momentous steps in foreign policy without apparent regard

for Soviet interests or preferences and despite Egypt's complete

dependence on Soviet arms and its heavy reliance on Soviet

economic aid and foreign trade.

III

For the next two-and-a-half years, acrimony and increasing

friction characterized Soviet-Egyptian relations. Sadat's

contemptuous treatment of the Russians was evident even in the

disparaging way in which Cairo dragged its feet on the routine

matter of gratifying the Soviet desire to participate in the

clearing of the Suez Canal in the spring of 1974. But it was his

decision to go public in criticizing Moscow that most directly

.poisoned the relationship. By impugning Soviet good faith and

support for the Arab cause, he raised a critical finger at its

presence in the Arab world. Whatever the astute and congent

arguments for his disaffection with Moscow, intense and long-

standing animosity underlay his aversion to the Russians.

Sadat's anti-Sovietism and his conviction that only Washington

could deliver a return of Egyptian territory meshed, so that one

consideration was indistinguishable from the other.

Sadat frequently criticized the Soviets for their failure to

provide him with arms, but the nub of the quarrel was his

interest in a new superpower patron. Brezhnev, annoyed with the

public bickering and innuendo about Soviet reliability, saw no

reason to make new deliveries, certainly not without payment.

Moscow also distrusted his policy of deNassserization, seeing in
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it a design to diminish economic and political ties to the

. U.S.S.R.

On March 14, 1976, Sadat dealt Moscow another blow, caliing

for termination of the 1971 treaty. Less than twenty-four hours

later, Egypt's People's Assembly approved his request and Soviet-

Egyptian relations plummeted to a new low. The move caught the

Kremlin by surprise. Only several weeks earlier, at the Twenty-

fifth Congress of the CPSU, Brezhnev had declared that the Soviet

Union regarded the treaty "as a long-term basis of relations

meeting both the interest of our countries and the entire world."

In July 1972, when Sadat had expelled the Soviet military, the

Soviet government had been forewarned; but not in March 1976. A

month later, he announced cancellation of facilities for the

Soviet navy. In less than five years, the formerly impressive

Soviet military position in Egypt had turned to sand.

During the next five years, Moscow's relations with Sadat

further deteriorated. Moscow refused to reschedule Egypt's

debts, prompting Sadat in October 1977 to declare a moratorium on

repayment of the military debt, while continuing payments on the

commerical debt. Likewise, it balked at supplying more than a

trickle of spare parts for Egypt's Soviet weapons, stressing that

the Egyptian leadership itself had spurned the services of the

Soviet military and turned instead to the West. As things went

from bad to worse, it increasingly engaged in bitter exchanges

over foreign policy issues. The Soviet Union called Sadat's

visit to Jerusalem on November 19, 1977 a "betrayal" of the Arab

cause, and roundly denounced the subsequent diplomacy that

culminated in the Camp David Accords and the Egyptian-Israeli
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Peace Treaty of March 26, 1979. It upheld the Arab confrontation

states' position and encouraged the anti-Sadat coalition in -the

Arab world. Everywhere, from the Maghreb to Afghanistan, from

Lebanon to the Horn of Africa, Moscow and Cairo found themselves

on opposing sides.

In mid-September 1981, Sadat slashed even the thin

diplomatic, economic, and cultural strands that remained of the

once extensive and significant relationship: he expelled

Ambassador Vladimir Poliakov and a number of embassy personnel,

allegedly because of their complicity in sectarian unrest, and

reduced the Soviet embassy staff to the size of Egypt's mission

in Moscow; closed the U.S.S.R.'s military bureau in Cairo;

ordered the termination of contracts for the more than 1,0100

Soviet technicians working on various industrial projects with

which the Soviet Union had long been associated, notably the

Aswan Dam and the Helwan Iron and Steel Works; and dissoved the

Egyptian-Soviet Friendship Society, founded in 1968, during the

halcyon period of the relationship.

IV

When Sadat was assassinated on October 6, 1981, Soviet-

Egyptian relations were at their lowest ebb since the days of

Stalin and King Farouk. Nothing remained of the once vaunted

Soviet influence in Egypt. Before speculating on the prospects

for Soviet-Egyptian relations and the conditions under which a

major Soviet presence might again be established, an appraisal of

why the U.S.S.R.'s influence proved so short-lived, is



warranted. There are a few policy-relevant generalizations to be. gleaned from this anlaysis of the Soviet-Egyptian experience

between 1955 and 1981.

First, Soviet inputs in the form of military and economic

assistance, technicians, and diplomatic support, and even the

deployment of combat forces in defense of Egypt, did not

automatically translate into stable and usable influence over

Egyptian policy. They were essential for establishing a presence

and acquiring privileges after 1967, but were not enough for

institutionalizing influence. Lacking a compliant indigenous

leadership that would willingly subordiante its desires to

Moscow's preferences or a Soviet readiness to compel obedience

through the direct intrusion of military power, a privileged

position for the U.S.S.R. depended more on Cairo's dire need and

calculated goodwill than on continued generous Soviet infusions

of aid. Until now, only in Afghanistan has Moscow found the mix

of cadres and circumstances promising enough for it to use force

to retain an entrenched position in a Third World country.

Second, the amount arnd kind of Soviet aid do not appear to

have made much difference when it came to exercising influence orn

Egypt's internal system. The importance of this observation

cannot be overemphasized. Donors have a habitual tendency to

assume a casual connection between aid and influence, expecting

the flow of aid through the donee's institutions to leave a heavy

residue of influence. There is no evidence, however, that aid

enabled Moscow to mobilize or strengthen the position of those

Egyptian officials or bureaucratic-interest groups that were

disposed to accommodate to Soviet desires. The situation of the
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Egyptian Communists did not improve much, nor was Moscow disposed

t:to lobby on their behalf after it had obtained extensive military

privileges. Nor were' Egyptian military or political elites ever

purged out of deference to its wishes. (The upheaval in the

Egyptian air force after the June War was dictated strictly by

military, not social or political considerations.) Soviet

propaganda and cultural activities operated under very close

scrutiny, and from every indication had no impact on Egyptian

life or the attitude of the elite. Indeed, even in the heyday of

the Soviet presence, anti-Soviet currents prevailed throughout

the leadership. Egypt did not restructure any of its

institutions to Soviet equivalents: the one party system in

Egypt is a very different organization from the CPSU. Despite

much fanfare in the press, neither Nasser nor Sadat really shook

up their ministries, practices, or priorities in line with Soviet

suggestions, leading one Soviet journalist to observe that

"dealing with Egyptians is like swimming in glue."

In the military sphere, Cairo accepted Soviet advice on how

best to use the weaponry it received, but it did not look to

Moscow to develop a foreign policy or mount an initiative.

Third, strategic arid military considerations, not ideology

or economics, guided Soviet diplomacy. Moscow sought to develop

as close a relationship with the Egyptian leaders as they were

prepared to accept. It gave extensive aid as long as they

pursued policies ultimately congenial to the U.S.S.R.'s

5 interests. Thus, the U.S.S.R. saw benefit in encouraging Cairo's

opposition to Western-sponsored alliance systems, its efforts to



overthrow Western-oriented Arab governments, and its willingness

to provide military facilities. Moscow exploited Egypt's desire

for arms and the regional conflict in which Cairo was imbroiled.

It persisted in the face of periodic frustrations because its

long-term and overriding purpose was to undermine the U.S.

position in the region.

Fourth, the relationship revolved around the recognition by

both parties of its asymmetrical character, both as to aims and

advantages. What mattered most to Moscow was of little

importance to Cairo, and vice versa. Stripped of illusions and

devoid of trust, the Soviet-Egyptian relationship fed on tactical

necessities. Moscow's leverage on issues of importance to

Egyptian leaders was at best marginal once Cairo resolved upon a

course of action. Gratitude for Soviet support did not carry

with it any willingness to tolerate Soviet interference in

Egyptian decision-making on key issues.

Over the years, Cairo sought from Moscow the military,

economic, and diplomatic support that would facilitate Egyptian

ambitions in the Arab world and provide advantages in the context

of the Arab-Israeli conflict. Moscow, on the other hand, sought

to establish a major presence in Egypt, not principally with the

expectation of turning it onto a "socialist" or incipiently

Communist path, but in order to acquire strategic advantages

relative to its perceived geopolitical rivalry with the United

States. Thus, it was willing to accelerate the Middle East arms

race and raise the level of tension, albeit within bounds that it

hoped to be able to control.



!Fifth, that the Soviet-Egyptian relationship degenerated was

riot due to any change in the U.S.S.R.'s commitments or

credibility; it was a function of Sadat's personality and shift

in policy orientation. Time and again, Moscow proved a reliable

patron-protector. From the beginning of its courtship of Egypt

in 1955, and especially from 1967 to 1973, there was not one

instance in which it sought to whittle away or renege on a basic

commitment. At times, this required that it yield to Egypt's

preferences, as it did in 1968-1970 during Nasser's war of

attrition and in October 1973, for reasons that may be applicable

to patrons in general in Third World settings: A donor derives

more benefit from the broad consequences of a donee's policy that

* it favors than from the immediate and tangible advantages of its

inputs. rn brief, the Soviet Union courted Egypt in order to

improve the strategic context within which it pursued its

principai 7objectives in the region, notably, the erosion of the

American position. The rebuff it experienced was unanticipated

and, viewed in terms of the quantity and significantly of the

assistance it rendered, deserved.

V

In the years aheao, Soviet prospects in Egypt look bleak.

Moscow is unlikely to reestablish a major presence or enjoy the

extensive military privileges that it had in the late 1960s-

1970s. This assessment rests on the following assumptions: that

Hosri Mubarak, Sadat's successor, will not succumb to the incubus

of unifying the Arab world but will rather- concentrate on the

consolidation of his power and on Egypt's serious internal
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problems; that once having regained all its territory from

Israel, Egypt will not resort to war to advance Palestinian

claims or its own ambitions in the Arab world; that the Egyptian-

Israeli peace treaty assures no war between the two former

regional enemies, as long as the United States is prepared to

shoulder a hefty part of their military and economic burden; that

the United States will accept this role for the foreseeable

future; that the Egyptian military favors closer ties with the

United States; and that as long as U.S.-Egyptian relations remain

good, Soviet-Egyptian relations will be insignificant.

At the heart of the above set of assumptions is the

hypothesis that any future restoration of Soviet privileges in

Egypt would be contingent upon a deterioration in U.S.-Egyptian

relations and a return by Egypt to confrontation with Israel.

Both of these circumstances, aggravated by Nasser's hostility riot

only toward the West's military presence in the region but a-so

toward pro-Western, monarchical Arab regimes, were preconditions

for Moscow's entry into Egypt. In the absence of this specific

constellation of circumstances, the Soviet Union finds an

env i ronment that offers few prospects for acquiring influence.

it was the quest for wr:apons that led Egypt to look to the Soviet

Union, whose principal attractions were as a supplier cof arms a

protector against defeat. As one looks ahead, neither seems

likely to loor large in Egyptian thinrkirng. Unlike Nasser, and

Sadat from 1970 to 1973, Mubarak has no real need for Soviet

railitary assistance and political guarantees. He seeks basically

tc, preserve not overturn the territorial and political status quo



in the region (excepting, notably, the knotty, vexing Palestinian

question), and thus views the Soviet Union warily.
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- "t rod uct i orn

-- s Soviet Union has made si:gificant ,ai,, •i Africa in r e

mast decade. tour Africar courftr'es -- Pn:'2a. •::areic..

Ethioi-a, and the 7_--:,oles Republic of the Congo arc s::,atories

to treaties of friendship art: coop.eration with the Soviet Uriorl.

Soviet military advisors and Cuban t-oops are apparertiy wei1-

entrenched itn Ethiopia, strategicaly bocated or trie Red Sea

opposite Saudi Arabia and a*orng the approach to 7-.ez. Cuban

troops and Soviet advisors are also in Angola, a c:-untry ir,

mineral-rich southern Africa and one which has considerable

economic potential in itself. A number of other countries have

regiries that follow domestic and foreign policies t hat are

broadly approved irn Moscow. The dean of Soviet Africartists,

A n -at o ly Gromyko, counts "over a dozen" "soc i al i st -or i erot ed"

countries orn the continent.

Despite these gains in Africa, however, the Soviet Uni -or;

cont inued t,-, suffer -- as it had in earlier years -- serious

setbacks in its Africain policy. It lost its positionr it, Sudan

arid Soma I ia, and saw its role in several other countries

significantly reduced. Perhaps as a result of such setbacks,

Soviet observers of Africa appear to have adopted a decidedly

guarded view of the prospects for Soviet influence and Marxist

socialism or, the continent. This view is accompari=d by a

realistic assessrnent of Africa's Lrave economic, o. i t .ca, an-

social probler:s.

Soviet policy toward Africa at the present timle is heavily

O concentrated on the Horn of Africa and the southernr part of the

continent. The strategic location of these areas, as well as the



mirneral wealth of southern Africa, ae ro doubt rmajo-r factorzr

attracttng Soviet interest. Curther- Soviet cains in these arec._

in the short term are cornceivable. A ga.vernment ,favorable to the

Soviet Un-ion could come to power in Nam, ibia at some poirnt --

although this is by rno means certain. Coups might occur in tne

Horn, as elsewhere in Africa, that would bring pro-Soviet regimes

into office.

Whether such gains would prove to be lasting gains, however,

must be of concern to: Soviet analysts. Soviet experience in

Africa has demonstrated that friendly regimes can be overturned

in, counterco-,ups. They can also urnder-go charnges of heart ttat

suddenly draw them to the West. Moreover, Soviet analysts, like

thei- Western cou.•rnterparts, must grapple with Africa's hishly

uncertain economic prospects in looking toward tie future.

Serious agricultural problems, burgeorning populations, and a host

of other problems confront the majority of African, countries with

a future in which political instability and social turmoil loom

as distinct possibilities.

Perhaps the Soviet Union can profit from instability and

turmoil in Africa. But doing so would appear to require major

economic and possibly military commritrments that would compete

with high-priority demands or Soviet resources elsewhere ir the

world. To date, Soviet capabilities for dealing with Africa have

proven to be cuite limited, and rnot always implerierte-' wit',

kill. Thus, the Soviet ability to achieve tominarce in Africa

or to exclude Western influence, ever in the lorg terrm', is very

much open to questonr.



Current Soviet attitudes toward Africa

Despite its cCanr~s, the S,:-\iet Urni:.: tc,:La. :s n" r,: mears

j iubilant over the situation irn Afri.ca. Zr:-vKet C-al Zric

a-na 1 yst s are able to muster only Luartec opt Srsm ,h r

cort erp I at i nc the prospects for Yarxi st soc a is: :Sr4 the

cont inent. P resident Brezhnev, speak inr of the "newly free"

nations to the 86th Congress of the Communist Par-ty of tIe Soviet

Union, (CPSU) in 1981, said

These countries are very differert. After liberation, some

of them have been followinri the revol ut ionary-derm,:,crat ic

path. -r, others, capitalist relations have taker, r,,,t .

Some of them are foilowing a truly independent policy, while

others are today tak.inc their lead from imperialist policy.

TIn a nutshell, the picture is a fairly motley one.

Professor Gromyko is concerned about the fate of even, the

socialist-oriented states ir Africa. Taking note ,:, "ec,-,rno,-i.c

disproport ions, n urmerous social problems still unresolvet, and

scientific and technological backwardness" in Africa, Grormyko:' has

written recently that "the position of the countries that are
4

aiming to improve their people's welfare is not arn easy one."

Ideology no doubt compels the Soviets to continue to except

the eventual victory of Marxism in, Africa, but they are making no

predictions about wher this victory will occur. Brezhr, ev issue=-

rn:o clarion call to revolution at the 26th Party Co.:r•ess. D'rut he

roade it clear that the Soviet Union would remain active r, tThe

. Third World:

3-



The CPSU will consistently contrinue tlie p: licV of wrom.:,tin,

co:operat ion betweer, the U.S.S.R. and the newly-free

countries and conrsolitatin, the alliance of w-rlt socia'isr•,

ard the nationral liberation movement.

Modest Soviet expectations for Africa are firmly rooted Ar'

hard experience. While there have beern, or balance, a nurmbe- of

gains for socialist and Marxist forces or the cortirnent in recent

years, there have also been serious setbacks. Soviet influence

in Sudan was virtually eliminated after a leftist coup against

President Numeiry failed in 1971. In November :977, Somalia,

which had been the first African country to sign a treaty of

friendship and cooperation with the Soviet Union, expelled all

Soviet advisors and broke relations with Cuba. in August 1979,

the regime in Equatorial Guinea, which had allowed the Soviet

Union to use facilities on its territory as a jumping-off place

for operations in Angola, was overthrown in a coup. The new

governmernt refused to renew a Soviet lease on a fishirc depot

used by Soviet trawlers apparently equipped with advanced
6

electronic gear.

Even the victory of Robert Mugabe, a self-declared Marxist,

in the April 1980 elections in Zimbabwe was somethin; of a

setback for the Soviet Union. During the long guerrilla war in

Zimbabwe, Soviet aid had gore primarily to Joshua Nkomo, Ku~abe s

nor-Marxist rival. Soviet tacticians had evidently judged NJkomo

to be the likely victor in any post-war leadership contest.

Mugabe was understandably disappointed by his treatment at Soviet

hands, and he waited 6 months after taking office before invitirn

4



tie Soviets to open an embassy. U.S. ard British ermbasies hat

beern permritted from the beginning.

The history ,-of Soviet setbacks in Africa externds back to, the
7

earliest days of Soviet involvermient in independernt Africa.

Soviet assistance to Prime Mirnister Lumunba ir the Congo

(Leop'.oldville), now Zaire, in 1960-1961, helped to precipitate

Lumumba's overthrow by pro-Western forces. Moreover, tne Soviets

were -strongly criticized by many African leaders for unilateral

interference in Africa and for sabotagirg the United Nat ions

peacekeeping operation in the Congo. Guinea, one of the first

countries to receive Soviet assistance after independence, derniec

landing rights to Soviet planes during the Cuban missile crisis
8

of 1962. Governments that had been friendly to Moscow were

overthrown in Ghana in 1966 and in Mali in 1968.

These experiences, together with other, lesser setbacks in

bilateral Soviet relations with African states, have forced the

Soviets to adjust to certain realities of the African situat•on.

Two adjustments seem critical.

(1) Coming to a realistic estimate of Africa's political and

economic problems. Soviet writers in the Khrushchev era were

known for their optimistic assessments, from the S:oviet

perspective, of the pro:,spects for economic and pol itica

9
ceve"opmrent alon2 social ist l ines in Africa. Experience

tempered this enthusias:mi. Soviet writings on Africa today a-e

more likely to streps the obstacles to economic growth, pclitical. stability, and socialist developrmenrt irn Africa. larded with

conderminat ions of "inrternat ional imperialism, " "neoco:lonial isrn,'

9
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an.d ",.ovincial Cepencerrt capital ism" as the :-oot cM.sses OZ-
10

Af:ica s d ffi ulties, these writings a'•,Q .ackn~owledga h, u,_er,

Sdisease, poverty, and adverse rnatural conditions as silrificart

limit inrg factors on Africa' s potent ial. The increase 0- 1

petrol:eurmi prices during the 1970s is also recognized as a major

economaic problem, although (perhaps for diplomatic reasons) this

increase is attributed to "transnational corporations" rather

that, to Middle Easterrn and African oil producers. Assessin;

such factors, one Soviet analyst has concluded,

All this, in combination with the unfavorable forecasts for

the trends in world capitalist production in the current

cecade, gives no grounds to hope for radical psitive

changes in the developirng world.

This vision of Africa must restrict Soviet expectations of

what can be accomplished on the continent in the years ahead.

Clearly there is a possibility of economic disintegration and

political instability in Africa in the future which would make it

difficult for any outside power to exercise influence. A country

which wishes to retairn even marginal influence is going to have

to respond Africa's economic difficulties with large amounts of

economoic assistance. But the Soviet Union has not beern a

generous aid donor in, the past (see below), and its ability to

teco:,rae more erherous is in cuestion.

(2) Appreciatirn the strength and apeal o,. tn- 4etern

economnies in Africa. Ps much as sor, Africans themselves w:iay

denounce "economic imperial ism" and "neocolonialismn, " the fa-t is

that Western consumer goods, industrial and agricult ura:

6



ecu iPrisnrt, technolog.:.y, andc sk s are wide.y rec::rizat onr the

continernt . superior to tie -Soviet =uivaei;ts. wester, brank,

Western corporat ions and businessmen, ar;nd Westerrn technica"

persornnel are �idely disperset ar:,. ,d the cornt irnentt. Countries

that have undergrone a reduction in the Western preser:ce, suc. as

Suinea and Angola, have suffered for it. Typically, tniey have

sought at least a partial return of the Western presence.

Angola, indeed, recently welcomed a visit from David Rockefeller,

retired chairman of Chase Manhattan Bank, for two days to talks
i3

on increased U.S. private investment in the country.

Soviet observers acknowledge the appeal of the Western

economies in Africa, and indeed accept that evern the socialist-

oriented governments must corit inue to operate in an ecoromic

environment strongly influenced by the West. Acc,:,rdirnR to

Srormyko,

Suffice it to say that the socialist orientation in Africa

has come about and is developing with these countries stil:

living within the framework of the world capitalist
14

economy.

This remark could, in addition, be interpreted to imply that a

Western eco:,nomic role in the socialist oriented countries is

necessary to the growth arnd development of those countries.

This is not to say that the Soviets are pleased by continuet

strength of the Western economies ir, Africa. One writer fias

complained that Africa is "encountering fierce resistance ,n t-a

#art of the neocolonialists and their allies ard their local

henchmen. " But this and other, similar comments orn:y

7



underlinre the Soviet ackrowlecnement of the ecronomic- nfluence cf

the West in, Africa.

0 Behind t ,e vehemence of Soviet ,enunciat iors

"neoclo:rtialists" irn Africa there lies a recognritior of the

limited Soviet ability to cormpete. Faced with serious econo-mic

problrems at home, the Soviet Urnio':n has beern able to cortribte tc

Africa's economic development in o:r, ly a modest way. Substarntial

efforts have bee, made in a few countries, but from 1S54-1979,

the U.S.S.R. has provided only $1.2 billion in aid to sub-Saharar.
17

Africa. The United States, which has historically beer

outpaced by some other Westerr: donors in Africa, gave T5.7
18

billion over a comparable period, while the Western nations and

Japan together provided the same amount -- $5.7 billion -- i,
19

1Q79 alone. The Soviets gave $1.7 billion in economic aid in

1979 worldwide, so it is clear that they would be hard-pressed

to compete with the West in aid to Africa. Reliable data or
21

Soviet trade with Africa are not available, but clearly the

U.S.S.R. is in rno position to compete with the tens of billions

that flow between the West and the African nations each year.

Soviet Strategy in Africa

An element of uncertainty must exist in any analysis of

Soviet strategy. in the absence of an open policy discussion in

the Soviet Union, or of an investigative press, the possibility

of hidden plans and goals can never be dismissed. The analyst iE

left to examrine official statements and authorized acaderiic

publications, both of which are usually couched in heavily

propacandistic terms, and to draw inferences from Soviet actions.

8



This kind of analysis suggests tnat one r.a. of the S-viet

Union on the corntirnrent is to weaken the West .r a recio,-0 in wraith

it is acknowledged to be quite stro-ng. A-cordirn to Brezhnriev,

"r: a thousand ways, the irperia ists are t, yir,* to birr,

themselves to these countr,'ies in order to deal more freely with

their natura 1 riches and to use their territory for strateeic

designs. " From this perception, it naturally follows f,",r the

Soviets, that steps should be takenr to counter the Western role

i n Africa, ever, if the Soviet Union and its friends on the

continent are not yet in a position to terminate that role.

Soviet planners evidently hope that with time, a large bloc

of anti-Western, Marxist states with close ties to tVe U.S.S.R.

car, be created. Angola, Ethiopia, and Mozamnbique -- states which

are perceived as being or, the "left flank" of s,-:-ci a: ist

orientation in Africa -- are expected to lead in this rim.-vemenit.

One Soviet analyst has writter, of their role:

These states may come close to direct integration with the

world socialist system, which in its turn will be a fresh

factor in a further deepening of the crisis of present-day
24

capitalism.

Countering Chinese influence in Africa may still be a factor

in Moscow's thinking, although China is only a marginal irnflu.ence

on the continent today. Anatoly Gromyko is still ale to bluster_ _ LL c. -.. J

against China's "aspiration for hegem-,nisni and anti-Sovietism,"
26

in•d for allegedly "aiding the neocolonialists" in Africa.

I Soviet observers recognize, nonetheless, that the prinicipae



Chinese threat to their interests today -s in s-ia i -t t it
2 7

A Africa. it may be, however, that one part of Pcrica - tie

- is strategically signtficant to the Soviet '.'nio.r partly ba~au:;e

of the rivalry with China in Asia. Accordir,-t c..oe a+a yst,oe

Horn has served a=s a way-stat.ion and strongp.:.irnt or, a key

shippinr-ro'ute to sout~heast Asia, where that riva>'ry is
~ee

keenest.

The Horn is probably more sigriificarnt to the Soviets,

however, because of its st rat ezic locat ion on the s,-utheern flank

of the Middle East. Soviet interest ir, the Horr, first became

apparent irn the rmit-196ss, wle-, Som,-alia was provided with the

Soviet arrms that made it a reliozral miilitary power. 1t. t-ie

1973s, the r-e ior mro-bat- baecame more irm:) o rtar nt to the Soviets

beca:.use of their loss of M'n iddle East itself. 7 Thousarnds

I ,f Soviet advisors and mri' itary persornel were expelled from

Egypt i:n 19 7.S, and by the en-d of the decade, Egypt and Israel

''-I e i mpleent er,•ir a peace settlemert arranged entirely under

e-icarl Z,.is. SSs. -s-es at the center cf the Middle East,

h~,wevr, -s eerm to. have , ncreased Soviet interest in the flanks fo

the r--eli-,. The Soviet intervention in, Afghanistan, Soviet

at termpts tc:, air, inifuernce irn Zrar, after the collapse of U.S.

.F: . a'f;e the.re, and the Soviet role in Ethi,:,pia may th~us form a

patterr, re 1iecti -;,I S.Cviet strate-ic concerns over the ý-il-rich

,;- •,-:.- £:,v'ize lar.zi ,r thý-I W.-..rri are not alear, and m ay

n t '-,av, :-y--- -I i zzed evem in Sviet r.,ird-S. Soviet planners may

'-viaa.gz a "i .ked system of sociaiist-oriented states itn the

ie;-s ri, perhaps i, ncludir;* Somal ia after a coup or a seconr



vzo-l inv: and:• -,•• -... -ras. t-oo Red eea ,- _ mo t Ye e .7. u

S-"ign Whap long~c war'y of!" =erirc ernrt by 1 arm, i;J,:-,

Z :.zta. of c:,peration with mos.em .',t i.o-,ns- would be a test fo-r

3-I ... =_ _-di-p,-,awa antc _•res--ur-- tactics. Bu.t Ethio-pia di..2 e.nte.-

i",to_ coperat ionr, a'reemenrt with Libya arnd Socuth Yemen in .ugu..st

aw, sulgestin; that idea may have some poterntial. A belt Of

F ien•ly nationrs extendirr• across the Ho;rn and into: APrabia would,

it need hardly be p..-ted o".tut, provide the Sviet Uriocnr, with

opportunitite for_ et nrti its i nfuernce deeper into the M. iddle

East. !t =.col as: o:fer signifi a•t military benefits irn the

even;t o:f a supep.-wer con rontationr in the Middle East or the

n-an s.

S-outhern "rica is the other region of ,frica that is

c-lea;-r .y •:f special irterest to the Soviet Urion'ri. With Portugal's

"•ithdrawal, f'rom Pn=.: l and Moizambi•que, and the victo:rie .. .of,-,

Trxist, Soviet supported rev,:o.ut iornary movements those

:c..=r, ;"ies, Mo:sc:w scored two of its sigrnal foreign pcl icy

succes3es of the 1970s. The prospect of a South Africarn

withdrawal I frorm Nai tia, a- riineral-rich territory with a

ppol.atio-, of leas than 1 millicr., holds o,-,t the possibility of

.... r Zain in, the region, in the rear future. informed

.na--•yn howDever, j- not yet reay to predict t.,e ft ure

.-. w, the leade;r- cf the uerri la oppo:sit ion;. Nujoma has

-e-e~ved S .vi. s..pport as K:r am su.pport from Africarn and



t'.E -3e Scviet prsavy-sý;os thae V.1' i~r :f1

c.5 ;- I t 4i see at p'.eeper~t ,,,:riien ,ls it rtad sicru'., be

S.--r, -''n rricz- prK ta ia," r t 4s -Fr -Fromb certaini.±e :

~-e~:r.. ~cr~; d 'tecwherth %oan bilge Sor~oviet KG rotiea

0a c-vrit yvdet r-x-=Iec Ffev that tw or~ as revolutionary

~~; on t-l fiCar; ::'vrriie" t Icodgt neSve rt

The ~ ~ cve artri eam sil ossses are wdellabjae economi

ad:i c a yprolt er-it "a andý poherfu rersievita f mac I rieroyf

z , er rvidzr. -l ftel'er tohate the utide othes revol1ut i orary

P i:: t' e -.ý t i tz.I .S . i r t epci~ a

S: e .'--'- ra- ld g.* ne :3- L... r =:-, iou Htr:- a stre gt and ef e t v n s oý

t"I So.,t' Arica 2Thc-,vemit .i Accriubeding t oeek Sov~iet wrier,

t c:`of arL '.'- -' chan to whemther tidte of~ or te shf-ýltonrt

S.~ivi1- : ~ y ther a UvSorS.R J.n nr~ot aridti possily

4~4-"
i6 ca 

tno 
a



C s- t t ee ri-r-r.ts :" ls

:":zc~ e~mrz~ Z'ty

ai>v~ ~~S: it~rS t -Fz:ýit i:.r- cr:r,~i~f ar, t~'

-6 t zvel.zrf:ts i th as they :'cc'nI..

-. ~~~ Ae-. ft ir c zt i s ~if ifc.K t. 4.crr~

a 't - :nZ. ar-e p'r~esert they pr-':babýy take tLhe fcnrrnl of a des .ýre

-7o- :7'-- t aI---y Z=.--s fo~r --s in Vit e event of as yet uride"Finred

n n. ::e r.iCmS. S o rri e o:'bs eYv er'S, 7f.:' example., believe that the

~ ;:tU~:-Y' rj'y *.t sel f !'c.oe t: se ar;1 SOOIZ met er r'.Inway 4. -

r:-i P t ::ui. _4I a z a r ai4d p i.-.j e c i M Na~i Th-S Facility dces

.t E: o. it ' any i -me C' -'at e IKrnI.:w Sov iet o bj ect i ves, b ut rn , ,,u,'

~e s cf-* s a tc-1 -n:; t -a r s p or t art pne5 s a v a~e t y o A"- i ca n

e st a t o r. s

:rý-- 1rea, the Soviets seern concern~ed to ro irtair, ties W: th-

=t e:- 4- r~il~es -- ties hi ch c ar, have 4i oriat -,c,

EC':- :1~ and: inte 1 i;erce bernef its -- and to tak(e aefvarita;e of

opport-triit ies for --nc-'eased infouerice -as they present themselves.

nr 7h~:a the Soviets swiftly befriended the niew re;iriie o--f Flig~ht

*-nrtRJrs wich took~ po:wer, in a New Y ea r Is (~

Rawlings is popiular- arti;1ong~ African youthi, Who see in him.1 a

ea :;~ prejr-eathallerice o rupolp:1it icians. Backin:=

Loo.:d p.KCraa ic.s fr the S ý:.es, pr'b~

t .t I C exp e ctzý.t o FI Olr ; - Ia s t- ; ~ai4 ~ri -a -! c:r, as

2 41 ec o r':r c Ld.ffic;-- "t4-e s a r, p o it i =a.1 in st a m-*Ii ity a z



•ii,..-'- '--; t-, :.. -tS Ek .,e cat," •.• o ~ m p ,r t-_ m:,, zicc-

.. '.4 r -- c. " * '..z r .. t.

"" ae a t s t e r,,r:,u'• ,.'itica. sy-- tem" ir-,cecc,

e) 5':1--pt `,- o f: th-me ar, it verse s

- tS i . _: -. ecP ,r, y. -. .eria, Lrn s'-,ort, is far fr---,: a
"-E- I S o eY.a.t.kZ - -A s I A-.

,: c~riertat i :,. ,... Nicer a i0'ar- A arica' s most

. - - rt,:r its ec~:; .-_,: is th-e Iar.;est ,: c,:,'tir, ci-t, ar, its

... - .t 13. 0, !Z iet -- is seconr~d -r, size ornly to Et.. i.. ia's c:

t'.e r 4ca - cor~t4rer, t in sL,-rt, this is rnot a courntry frcm

h the S:,viat Urnionr, carn aff,:rd to: be excluded j9 it is to p'ay

a m ,---! roe in A-fricarn a,`airs. Thus, Soviet pulications are

Praise for ie;-ia a in , te words of o,:e writer, a

St a t ".u.rsues both a realistic foreigrn arid a rat ioral
34

,,orniest ic p -- 'icy." Niaeria is singled out for its efforts to

rest r-- ic-t the act ivit ie- o, "t arisrat ior, al c,:,rporat ionnsr;"
36

acader.i-_ exch.ar,•es are carried o:n; ard substart ia. ecor,,-,rnic

assiztarce -s sernt in Nineria's directiorn (see below).

soviet Ta-t c-cs irn Africa. Ambitions alone carnot assure a

successful foreigrn policy. The fact that the Soviet Uniorn has

arzbit-Lors ir- the Horn, inr southern Africa, ard elsewhere by rno

r.;earls 61uarartees that it wi•I realize these armbi t iors.

Est inmat ir: the pro-,spects for Soviet success req u ires an

F.-.,1s e:-;t :;.f Sovei onctc 4, S tactics on tie Africzan corot ir ner, t a•r,,t
" •-ca;ab!' •:z =-,-=uc ~ f.l n e ne .i-• n:se tc l~

' the future.

With tactics as with strate-y, an element o-,f tncertairty

murst ha, vr the discussion. - sonie degree, Soviet tact ics in

:4



Ze--iZ r:r, :C:s _- S.~ o14c :bse--ver nE evc-r &,

V ik.j Vaate:.. S ':it:-oc : a -1s :

S- z';c c w. r;-'e S t .ri E ar rl . r~ j e

lat &- oft'n e ris a=y t c,

1-,: ec fv so r B -r, P a sr r Y o t th'er a t iv t.-e S

_t zt _-' ,s l;E -,:.ver '_i pcsb 4 ity c f Sc--v 4et rv:.Enet

-, ru:b-*~Specific evenlts it- Africa. Were the Soviet s,

tc; a t~i- Cuban allies, irivc.2vec' in~ the !9~78 u pr- -;sir. r ir

-aire Sia::ý provinice, or :ý.d t!he Carter Admirn-istratiori badly

t Scv~et ~n~i.:'I ave 'oekrncq47edge ':. the ~7~i:a.c:u

t i-i't ag ~-Fcin th~cý ty sc:.rme t c be more po

E:fe t t:iarj 'resifernt Net ::.: Was any erico:uracerziest- pro:vitedf t:

;," a kc.h v is it ed Libya pio to his secon~d takeover i n

3haria? These ar-e fascin~at ing quest i.:rs, !butt tie an~swers mzy ntever

1 rl ibe.-, 4 a, there has beer, some recen~t sl.spicicrt o f t.-e

~ov~tU'r;ion. The neie r:..vermimerit in~ Liberia, which seized mower

in~ Apri' 190 flirted a briefly with the Libya an~d the Soviet

'2r:~.,b -ri, !ray :'Sfr .nepiidreaso:n~s, it orcered a

recf:_ctior; -in t.-e size of the S-oviet ernb'assy. In June, L iberi an

auz:r c, :es se zec' a c a r"0 o f e' ect-ro:r i c ec u pm~enit beirt:

,7 0 E d nn so vv S 1 t -i re Ct 1 y i -,tc; a So v i e emrlbassy

:~e t~~t~:~ ~i~Soviet covert. act-ivity, if any;,

rer.~~air ~r.c:.



Economic Assistance

-_<:_. ec '.m;c •=is arce t.-, P "','.c a n c .:A- , n r ie a• z

'- uet 'y a fev .ouritries a-e likely to -eceivae

more tr 25 rur t r i es h.ave

e .ef L tt e J. S-. S. . assist ance since t.ieir ir deperidence.

The i ::pact :, Soviet assi-stance may be aniarified by the way

it --s channe-led irit:, large-scale infrastructure projects. a

-. S. assi=tar,,e p.,,ramr, is focused o,, directly the poorest

_. the P.:!o'" r- ;fr ica, ard it- goes Primaril.y towarc t1e turfa

ar aas. -he f tture may -udee that this approach has rmade the

r, ter co n triu* iou to Pf-raar deveA :,pment but the S:,viet

a p. ach s,:,rie argue, enhances the usefulness of aid for

,:olitiCa ard p =rp, arda pu.p:ses. Much Soviet aid i*s devoted t,:o
38

iriduz.tr a: p.J: aect s, such as a maJ,:,r pipelirne project itn

n e Ceie ar, tc F-e P.-a-,kuts. steel project in that same c,:,urt•-y.

.:r~a :., ,. ,zviet :.e-sonel are expected t, come t.:. jaokuta -

"_,:,cat ed in, a c,=,ur. t ry that does not receive 'J. S. econrom i c

assistance because of its oil wealth. J.r, Mozambique, Soviet

:er-.3C, rr:el snec rec.,rted to be engaged in the developmernt o, coa.
40

r.i. ir;. and in oil exploration, and the Soviets have suupported
41

ra-. .wy ari.:! road cristruct io0,r, ii A riola. 1rn so far as

Z:r•;c, urC r i: suppc:rted, týhe Soviets corcentrate on assist ir_

" r:-S-z -cZle .a--r ar, -'' z,:-i prvidin: farml rnachirjery.

:-cr:., n,:'ic assistarce as an inrstrurient of Soviet p,: ic is

Slarge!y constrained by the limits -- noted above -- ,,r. the Soviet



bA- - 4:'

% 1 . 4 ~ ~rt % riru~ a~ Eut t'i So:viet ~r:',Fcn

C-:-: i S i S :.,F Its Ok:wrl car, hardly bec.:mr~e a ri: suppleý- -

.CC~r-l atC. inArca s backgroun~rd irl cc,.lct ive ariri cu"l.ture arirc

st ate zarmis r'es-tricts iýts abil-ty to: c.:srtribute ý6t-.iý~ e

4-c p-C art- --ndividual smiall I 'arm~ers are wide'y seer, as th)e

Or'..y "Cm-ia to: early f.:od sfiiny

Whsrz 'Soviet aid f:r, inifrastructure projects brir.-s ir. -arce

~t a Ys c-f S:viet teclmnicirins, the opportuni~ties -For f r ict i on

A -~~fri cands inrc-ease. Reports staggest that Sovijet persorrrell

-1O lerdec' :-- r c'anrnishrness -in Ptrica, fomn t Y-

t crrT.r.es that d iscaiir, social interact ior, with A fr ican~s.

Sovet s are also re~puted to be condescending~ an~d imrlpat ient i4nr

d-~I~~~wi'th their- P~frican counirterparts. In~ August 1979, Nigeria

~e~c!a '0~e. fE.7.viet .ir-force in~stru.ctors, ande offensive
4 3

Zcia:R:' rrF- av cc;r.trituter. to the decision to co so.

E:r~L'y t C E' Sx. .i o- 'rz. ~es ;u e ions a -.t t he p o~s si -)i ty':'f

TheM ý Clie V2':. xoev t, Ihas acquired a nanie for sharp-

a~: tn t'r aemript s t o e x m : it41 4s e c o nc.:rii'.c r e-'a t -*o n shp s with

4 7



t2'I -- is -a i-e -

.~:;'~.ca: ý - .t ",e Sn:- ':'va cc.is-, a t: .'e:;-A

44

a--- ý m1:,s ri :,m f~ r -m Ai a d f

a- eaf s~~ erit t , ~s tern a;.-Ir:p;e inr repayment~

a n e -e a es xpor4 co~ffee are no~t 1i-4 ely to. h av .

be- Addzeve~:~ cis A~baba. Tne S':viet nero:tiaticors wi

i- a~ .:cl t-,e Ala:kuta~ prcject viene extremely pr'c-rgec,

:a~fr;n f:r ISS7 unt.i 19~7S. 7iis m~ay 'ý&.ve ircdicatet N:;er-:ar,

~r c- s 0oveý, le terrms of thte deal -- arsd perhaps a'-so Over,

z!Sov-.' at c.-- t c a3. i n 9 ; t .n '.w~r ~I N4 ri .

a~ tre Pfricarn recipients. satisfied with the quanttity a r c

Z~uaity .:,- So:viet aie. ':residerst Sek.:.u 7Toure of Guinea, once thýe

,F: r e m 0S t Soviet all oncr the African~ con t . ienet , has coro.plained

rry' aot te So,:viet 4ýa4Ure tso deve~o- his c-ountry's ba;-,xiýte

nt;.i rC-,. re. 'Vert ist ., 't-he Ethiopian Head r- F St ate,

'At iey 1 -,s increase -etr ~itrc and i s makirim some

e4fort toc rebuild. his c.:untry' s tourist industry -- suggestifng

fissaisfýactior with the vo"urne of Soviet assistan~ce flc'win:- irlt.:

his ,I~ r cut!"Y. P r;go Ia and; Ethiopia al.so ercourame aid f rm. a

vS.i4-ty :fso,.'rces, and appa~rently dc- not regard Soviet aid alone

Soie eoromc si-stanz-c in Arica, in, short, is

0 *.r.:m

:8



Security Assistarnce

S- t r- i ,-

e . re'.-,t yze-.s ('able ) Soviet sec:!.ri y arct

a S .t -- • hia2 y.. ccrncer, tratect. Ir, term_ - --

d--''.:"v• .•. •_-,- h• er ,_'•_ 197 -1 7° (thne most recent p :.,. r

C-.. L S ? ata are available', 44 perce -,t C. S:Vi
46

sC ec:..-it y .-si- tartce wer-it to Ethio-pia. A r,•g, :a, at 15 ptecenrt

-r or the same per iod, has beer, the sec,-r,-ranký ri,

eLlpiert, arnd 19sser am,:,-,unts c,- military aid have beern szread to:.

at least 17 ,,ther- c:ntries.

£, v 'et mil ita-y advisors have assumed ircreasirg irtarte

ir: P-ý.-ica ir recent year-s. They are thought t,-l have directed the

Et -thioiao, ,-ffernsive againrst the S._Iiali invasor, of 1977-197S ar;-d

are probably p.ayir,- a r:le ir, the currert Ethi'•piar o=e r; sfve

a ainS z-r trear, -.1 erri as. A few have been killet or ca-,tured

"rsc, ut~r,, ,.r~:a. e i st-imated t,,at tn.ere are 4.0,02. Soviet

;-lit ary adv i s:,rs cr, the Africar ccrintirertt at prese"t, heavily

47
c,:,ncertrated it, these two c:,urt r i es and itn Mozarmbique.

p.ro:, ximately m1,l00 military persorire! from these countries arnd
48

f.',';r severa" ,:thers have received trairirl& it, the Soviet Uriin.

-tr:ops in Africa. also serve as. an irstr-umeint cF Soviet

n. .:ar: d• t has its wrn leadership ambitic:ris am o rn _-

' V._ r_' r t 2 -. nr s ..,- -r,,= eBe e a, r z4:,tiC!-SI, i , 5 im r e

.for t Soviet '.2rion. t wit , no Sviet

ir, ar:'ia, r -,istca support, t'e preserce o these tr,,cps ir



Table 1 1/

Weapons Delivered by Major Suppliers to Africa (Sub-Saharan) 2/

Weapons Category United States U.S.S.R. Major Western
European 3/

1973-1976

Tanks and Self-Propelled Guns 10 460 60
Artillery 20 940 230
APCs and Armored Cars 30 850 240
Major Surface Combatants 0 1 2
Minor Surface Combatants 0 16 37
Submarines 0 0 0
Supersonic Combat Aircraft 0 120 50
Subsonic Combat Aircraft 0 50 10
Other Aircraft 10 10 200
Helicopters 10 30 80
Guided Missile Boats 0 2 0
Surface-To-Air Missiles (SAMS) 0 600 190

1977-1980. Tanks and Self-Propelled Guns 20 1 060 20
Artillery 200 2 150 170
APCs and Armored Cars 10 1 520 520
Major Surface Combatants 0 4 9
Minor Surface Combatants 0 44 30
Submarines 0 0 0
Supersonic Combat Aircraft 20 210 20
Subsonic Combat Aircraft 0 90 10
Other Aircraft 10 60 80
Helicopters 0 100 110
Guided Missile Boats 0 2 1
Surface-To-Air Missiles (SAMS) 0 1 360 10

l/ Reprinted in part from U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Foreign
Afairis. Subcommittee on International Security and Scientific Affairs.
Changing Perspectives on U.S. Arms Transfer Policy. Report prepared by
the Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress. Washington,
U.S. Government Printing Office (September 25, 1981), p. 21.

2/ U.S. data are for fiscal years (and cover the period from July 1, 1972

through September 30, 1980). Foreign data are for calendar years given.

:3/ Major Western European includes France, United Kingdom, West Germany,
and Italy totals as an aggregate figure.
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C. ae~ '.~ - ~:~I r, t'.e a t ern. ý!h'.e ir Z~t rt r .r a C(- T

--. ,¥..,,.: t., -- S ,.e

e. z.. b I y9 . es.. n- .... rrS ahe - y, t,! e- g e."

C •. t r :.c& wth:,.,t st.- the sort of alarrm. that Sov Iet

:*t;- C-i:S t•. k",,e -.VCm s ,ut1 c-,C-_--ate. 7he Cubans, in Africarn eyes, car,

PC ree;resert a rcir, or power, lar away, that is -t" ?.e

reat t ;- -. , reperndanr, e. More:ver, t he Cubar tro:ps --

"t-.er: s ' u .,.ra .Iy irf .uenrcec! by !,-,r, t ies betweer, their

r--ý- -v,*id t" .A fr,.car, conrt',est -- are mrcre accept •r,. o:f rca

that. S-:,viet troops C,:.u. ever be. Racial frictio nr~s are evidert :>

eozay there remaJ.r: an estimated 5, 000 to 09, 0 0 Cubar,

C .P. . S IoIa,12 0, 0.1Z to :7, O0 it, Sthiooia, and smal.

Z,:,-r. t-; re-t s inr a few other =:,urtr.es. For tIe Present, tr)ey are

-i;es~er'. They hav e av i •ed engaoirc South Af rcar frce s

during their irncursicons Jr,:, Angola. Cuban troops in Ethiopia as

Sar as is kntzwr,, are rot takirng part in the current fiGhting, in

itr ea, but are positior ned to resist a new So,:mexi attack (whtic

'~ -.,:t rarded as 1 .ely). The reasons Lor this quiescence are

r,,:;t !.,r 1 1; r:vay be that the Cuba. goverriment has grown wary o-f

-ic i,:pact .,. .eaths .`, foreign wars car 'lave; thýat,

r. z.-:a, _uban troops. are re uctant to : S u ýi Sourt A'r ca"

f,,orces, an,_ -a- iY Ethiopia, Cuba is reluctant to fight Marxist



:377:.ve~-::a ~ ~-c6 tey S:-iertsh -iav p ari- Ca: erat ic 1 e- v,:

iisr .2ycto tociste us c_' r Pfricri a! wes win ivnlae

S t . c i.a dity. a S .-% v r, am bet a r L-rf ivsue:t E. mc.vr&

Si"y:-~ S Z. = t fr o w er; e - sc m ,u hAr r -' imes , uý ae tr; nt ;rd. r ::y:'

~-ir-t:S- a' epterfra er *Sal. The Sovetsrar 191,~ Soth4e s .: tst

w =r9 -n t--- po~z r ts i.hr, N:-Tamtiqy foll!:-win 9.po~ Pfrirn the A4 t

a i Is t.r -: crposi a's moetertac '.-a in Etu:'ia, its.fny cre~ Scut itel

S.:vet-~ie arins irtiata Ethiopiea-s idepe-dowe ionce th-e

:97 o'mije~ a c'. -- up~ieridcf weapns 'oopertioe ~ia.

".4 a - rer Cfaryore 1:m-acks us tor ou furpiends, we wt icr- .veS

_ ev .' ass4s rcc arEr: be. a<ir p'izarfu'iris be..zvnc fore im '.n

p,,i yo s.r~~ pcritinent whereats m aany egie r thrSveat ricrt ir3

?:ia. rc:' externa Tenemrie~ s. tre c Scvie ~ oEc~t'i.

::si -ea s re-esl 4 ' N-_9raviei the Pro.tem d~ w'eaphons .inc t'Ie7'3.I9

C iv iI .ý k . o;.ia iii e tac o Et io ia, it e-' c rrid ut it



.. ' riC '*<-i a4 -- '- -'' c'zr e,

z7,. Z- z~e s:ev, r ýt er 1 c

r- C r; p- s aYr ý 2. arr i vye t'i recý_ez

--e, S r, 1 ~r.jI ae "Cr~ried th-atl thi E'etre r;

::-i", Z ' f =AY t -,teEAt en~ t," ~at i -1de e- .. er n .e

E;.~~. ~ tier, the Ni-erizvn H~eacf oe'Sat, a-e -

Z.:..~~~ set h,: u IhA r.e c:,u rt "overst aytei co ,

Z. :: C ce z" Alrf%-cz is rict, -aout t,: throDw Off o~re ora yo.

"rTi: an-y r~eact i ri 9 o ft -i s sort c"..uIe e ac toa

e J L tt. a. n'7 I:~~ ru ue r, a e c-o ;. rt Cin e rit

a ,Z -da ie ,- C- and thli- can lead to- f r ict .orts. N, I -e?, I

P:Vt e 5sa tie s . %_ oth thý-e qual~ty art-: t.-e te o

PZ-t-.: 1 7asrcy Zari~i -'a, Witv-i a deeply t-r-Olblet econromyb ~-t

,7cir;; -epe:Ated r-aids from Rhodesiani atriled for^ces, si rtec art airis

dea' e with t:i e S.:.v iet-s in. 4'?7' that cost it s100 mi11:i rf.

'- - coFýee c-,'or, appear-s to be hieav-i2 mr gaee tPay fi-

Propaganda

'u ~ ~ ~~a, r. ce s.r t~:~'c a ri; a j or p 'pa~earc aair r

5jC- b eoo ea "I s 27_3 hou..rs of' br-oadcast irn an r,

r~:aes o&' "i~ each weeR., c:Omtpared with 21.9 ho-urs f tr



SS
ckr. ~-":r-o t-;- p.ý =eat~i Pw #~a a I'rý asc L t

_ : *a*- c s ~In; the P c a ~r, a -.tc;e r, -e i n n~; -nt.

r. a :.r.:para tiete. tAv- gVr i c It er r, aS S -,

C-: :. r-ICZ t-henes Wi .ch have a syropathiet iZc atic. enze t;e.

~ c~rcwýt material.s arid "superprcf its" are rithlessly

exp.:oitirn Pfr'i'a arnd its peo:.le. Mean~while, it is t~

it ý-d St at es, 1rl the s e a. rc. fo~r st rat e;;i c ~c~te,

-51c ca ' rim t- e aR1r~i S race- 4-n Afr"Cs and .oviin= tIe SEiecs S

ttr n A t :ral dic: SuchI eeas, w, i =' a'tt r- i .it e A-ri~a' s

pr:1er~ .: cr- f*' carf.ce -nievitatly have a. cel-t-aitr azp-a.-

irý iF m i. , r is frequentl2y provvided in S,:ývzet p7-z:p-z=a-ar~ca.

.rrcstro~crths, fc'exampl e, S,':vie-t Sources ha~ve a'- e:-c th-at

th e 2-'-i ted States is cclorDer at in; with- Southi Africa ir 0:rd er' tC

p --,- cf u ce c - mr,, -- = arid biK, a e-'r '-c.r use c,?. in St Ec'ct~

P fc S iI a c 1 = 1c.11 a t i cn. 7hey hfave a'S':. C-alret at t. -. e

S. hasz co ns pire c with Britain to cnverth.'r.w the new 0 ha n a

governmaent ;Plotted to overt'--rcrw Presicert ~Kaunrda of Zambia;

an--;d atteropt-ed t-le oi.tster of Zimibabwe' s Prime Minister r~u~abe.

The 'jrnited States Js repeatedly portrayed as ertgaged in iritens~ve

-.iaY c:0:P G-Ta.t i 0ri with So u i th f-i ca and as a id i rac. :.~

n- p e fS. :

effezt ::I thlis pv'cy-a:zada in Africa t 4 C: c.t It t:.

S e7 b t apPE-ar I ti- te C:. -- e few listerl,-Zr S.trveys that;1 exist"



- .i*,l C . C"- A- t e a -P

; Te Clear bias arid i %:&vy-harid ed iess 1:s,~ -F

- - ~~~ ist-erers, wnc e .'c vt

F- ic'J~ere. \r .. sS.:,v.. C2t :;c inl t`ce P-r'lr- mecd a S~eem'

:S. e i: sc n -%4arit PI-ricar, altciernce. %c:rethle'ess, '-t is stri'p:-rl=

'- i~tte ciarzes nmade a-airst Uri i th ited States i n S:'v 4et

2 arsz sor:etirnces recxr- wher, the IIWJited States I's criticizet

> tie ~;~icar etia or or, A-Frica campuses. Tiscu 2

el-tire:>'~ A.r~dra uti a l: be that the sov -et

p rcpa Ear; -' e"ýF:,rt c!.z'es -lave some irfl uernce.

Sc-v~et t.tisin AVfr-ica have their murndarie side as wjell

steaty Breaw.:.' visftors tetweern Africa arid thie Scoviet Unlofn -5

a Ppaety I irt erf dfe & to cer'ieri atti)shis 'be.'k eoes

re .ýesen atve , 'it-i~arijari official.s, arid a "lost C, t er

~.-'ce -ee:ates h ave MaCE- the "I--"~r'e L; If~ e

f"ca r~ fi c an :abor urt4.ons, Po 1 Cal part--es, Za1r

c :,v er'rri e rs tr-Ave' irn the opposite direction. edclcare is

avai'able th)e Sov iet Un ior, f or t:h e leaters of friendly

co .tn t r ies. I ne 7,e thir*ggs are also done ty the Western raclt i onfS,

:n at :-ease as far as mediecal care is concerred it see-ms i ey

t'-, zt thie W..ester-. ver-sicn 'is 'Detter appreciated ir, Africa.

The Future

S Epe c ac~ -'r, on tl- 4 t retoF te Soviet Llrii:rIf r, Africa

:e rter s ar.7r.Arid tw:. issues -- whether t-%e Soviets wi-'l be able t

24



-t*r t-",- 'VC.- a rnac: C arid 4-.etne-r t I y c a

n: 1: Sa S~. ar -, 1.vit rlre -:sz r.r2 uerice r, Zr;.:

a :zrf. t rt Z- E, t e c cu rit r ie s Wne r-e e'ie' e-r-:, - .s

~c n rt 7-nt e' :r. r'ece-nt year-s -- or- are otne V'erzca

~ir: ex 7D P- ebreak- or atm': reduct i.:r Ž :vetre. t ::r:s

:"ýtl,.-e~. Cc:-uritr'ss wo~uld i rcecd be a nmapor setna=.ý -f:-r-

i nr-irie o-F t~iese coun~rtries has So'viet inivol~vement "Jeen a. r

A' rieq uvO:C.a. SUCes. 7o rqco' an, Et h i o pi an, aric. moc.ambicar.

;it vwo p:bems maust st~ be oper, t': q'.est i.:rs. Tme rn i fta rY

r, -r n ut i or, s~ =rtairKly ic-f value but c1ezar."y '-a :ts i mi Is.

~c~ s~~e a4 b, t.:. m.o~ve :ritc souithernt Ar.-o Z a t

w:: - -- eet iIr,~ rc, carteratac~.c. froni 'Cubart troto:ps. =erhaps these

tr k-lop s woul'~ "on at te i- Sojtth Africa pertet'rated into cerstral.

a ..,r t'.reatened rfma or t owns, but So-uth Af r ica encounter s

:c. :a I r-es istance as i t r a nge s over s.:.ut herr, A n qa.

Mieariwh- 11e, JN! I A ;ujerril.as car, also mou..rst attack's over a wide

part. of Ang~ola. They have apparently kept. the Beng~uela railway,

:r; ce anl imp,-or~tant link t.-- th-e A~t Iantic f or Zaire, V irt ual Iy

C'. = eumb i ue was unrab Ie, desp--te the Soviet secur it y

ass SB 4-St an~e it 'l~ag -ecaived, to pr-evernt the January .9?S So ut' 6

ýf-Kar. rZAf arif it fa Cs a sr al 1. 1bu-t ~.ss ib Iy ~r .:w r

-in rý r a'~vat z e~ ~s F ba c-e z by S-:.it-i -ý

(f , es:: .t n :':f ensiv r. thLe first, mriitis o.f I'ýa, S

*Tj;-.iopia bever, a--'e to defeat the Zritreari ;;uerrilI:a movement.
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c:-- r: r.of-'I't> pti =:es. B u t ýn So v iet 'Lri :r,' s i nati i ty

z a: r ý :.e. r e ari s thIa t a I1 t "re e r e rn airi irt e r e ste i r i rcr;_r-ase

A~S~7~ :.Z. n'a ~.a . .~er es: I attractiric Private

a- r, C~apital .S part i cu1at-ly eviden~t. The. West rerma ns

~~t- -:)' a t t-r ative irAn g 6c. Ia 2 t h i C.Mi a~ ard Mzan~i Dic ue. A

r a v vi C. a curei s _ifestyl.e has beer, r-eporte" ir te

:t~:~ it,.iere Wesle--rr sh:.t-tave niewscasts; and

rie~m~a:niesa-re po:p!.41ar.

7')e S,:v iet '-:r, ci o ,-tse'-f seerils t:be towary of -A p . i 0 1y

t'-s,ýa pa.rt icularly o r t ýlepa. rt o f Prgl arid E th i:;.P i a.

-:,Io -i t he Westerrn peace in~itiat ive in Namibia succeed and tne

- 1Aellor Sj.:rlja',:.w eirc>, Arsic~a's rieed "or- Cubarn ttcirJs wO'-.ilCf

pr: a t. 1- a at arn ercid. A withd-awal cof tlnese troop's, i n t'irrs,

w :. C: per. t!-ie "a for- a dr~ariiat ic inipr'vertent in relat. ions ~i t n

Wa sh irn to r anid a posssible influx o f LU.S. investment. ThIs

prospect pirobably expla iris Soviet Prime M in i st er N i ko 1ai4

- i !L h--o- ,v'9s warni4rk- that the Nartibia initiative is a "brot-ad p'4.:.t

.:z- iiternia~t ionia imper~ia -ism" irterided to "intimnidate"~ Arico.:a arid

~etrr it to: thie Western "sphere of inlec." Tik.h:nicv mnate

.:-::. inst e~ P'-rsao'ari dlelezationi visit ing~ ýoscow in ~anu a ry

P-rss ~o or e E? I- sJ:1 :r ti e e st zb _ s hm e r, of a :V~ 411 art

'a "x is t Pikr ty. Su: a P art-y wo:uld becomie thie base f :.r a



th-. Si:v ie~t Ži cri Muc h CO Unt er-ev cene-ca ' be citeý t

t't t'y z. re so diJfyir~t, rathrtlr ed cr" eZ

E E:r:. I~ t~ t:'- a S.IS. 7. "ie An,.ýr delecation tnat v,ýitet

!ri~t-<- IS-T! exp'u:sic..n i:~ .f Embassy per-strrte'4 . as alleced "Spiesot

.zý:-:pt_ ersded pr:.:r~ess that ha been miade in impro'ving~ relationrs

~:t~t~ Uit~ ~ati~.~er~stus Puc'jst ISS. decisa.:r ~ ne

-t a trast' y inkinr, Lis co~untry' s fo'reign arnd defense pcK. icýes

t;' rs: i by a arnc! t le People' s D e rooc-r-a t _;c Rep:b I i c ':f

V v~ : oFSpeculat ion -=t tChe timse crn anrt':cintunr

ý4 e Z anr e ve nt as lori2 as th;e Prigolari, M. c. _a ib i cari, a, rl

7; e i ia e;'e = a,.,,ae tnreat ened b y inrt eTrnal arid e xt erri aI

~ z, - ar k:y :remain, temencernt :,ri Sovie.t sec'u.'ity

W c,'.i d t le Soviets :_eve t'-ý-ese co:untries i.f asked? -hey

h v e, r; t-le past, packed up arnd departed from Eg~ypt, Su danl

~'ri.ia, _Ard cnther ccu':Lnries.

i. tý,e So~viet rinterverit aor 4r, Afghaniistan moarts. a new

--f rinterisifiec Scovietl strategic concern over the Middle East,

tht '..S 7. rriCýt we be h:ghly re u~ctka-r.t to eaveEt.cz.

z-: ~~r:vert ikricf :-,c-r~t technriiues mro i 'I-e u.,sec to assure

nt f e. ~n.'aarid Mcnzatfbique are fa'rther frorm the !Y: 'e

Za- zrnd Perhlaps, less important to the- -'ealizztt iorl of tz Sov iet



Jf: 4~::~ r~i~~t~ F:ri':: cy -,.aS er" ms- t7 -C

~c9d.~ ~ t.:. leave. S~t::t-rr~rc

a:-t- -n o;i c. rr:. j. c a". Iy ± mio-~ vrnt to t he West ~-c

n c--..c-e ir v i ,Z..1.Y, o-,f keen, *:'.te,-est toD thýe Soviet nri-,n;.

"-_, 5-r'e t,=c, the Soviets coutL 1well resist a fcorced _earture.

-•e strate-cic sigr~ifi:-.rc-e ,-f the Soviet pr-esence 4rn Pr;z_:D~a,

_thi :4iE, arnd Y,,czabic for reighborir-; states is ir~evial:. a

SCo.1--C o-f con'rcern.. The Soviet-advised ,fersive in Ethicpia's

Cader, halted :t the Somalri border it, 978. eut Soma ia is

'.;r, rs- b1.. y c..nrcerred that a Soviet-arrm.ed C.,-pia wil I '

-ts Kay ,-'ne rebel-licr f.r, Eritrea is brou-ht to- an, erce. !Kerya

.Su.r: maintain c,-ordial relations with Ethicpia at present,

-. d C.-,ie2.- Iernistu himself a~pears convirnced that peace w:thh

th-ese pr,-West errn neiGh!ors is an essential cornd it iron fr-,

:-Iefatir- the 7-itrear, isu'trents ard for, deterring Sonmalia fr o m

atnr.w attacks. But Sutanese arid Keriyari leaders, one suspects,

--ns o :.u~ t :bout the prosecS"s f.r _-r:-

t= .. 'iership with a prarxist Ethio-pia.

Sou.th Africa, o:,f course, is himhly sensitive c,i the issue

Soviet irvolvermernt in southerrn Africa. Clearly, Soviet-supplied

,-,p7-sj__ ;) 0 , f o.rces base- nr Arngc'la arid Mozambique are in ro

t or t: er-;ae in reoular- war with South African forces arid

S.d not, d,-o, so .1,r ri:aariy years to come. But @ uerri 4. 1 as

4nfi't 4ti-:z f -r0 th--se c:,untries car. cause damare that woult

_Cric-:Er _' a_ _ Ix o 7 zD sI t i , n:rr. w i r, So,,uth t h P r i =a, :ead to

"sseri siort anion:C white political forces or, the best means of

ur, terirt n the threat, arnd perhaps precipitate white emigrationr,.

a8



n rh e v lo r ', t = a .- u l 1_ v r L .3 y r e s . I t i t rN a 0 r = oý i t i a

- Ca-,:• t .a,, a t'-,:tuIn ir iJ- ectt:: r s that cari iarc:y e

E d" C.• i ý fte t o C aiY.

2:et her suLch deve - :,D:iert s occ'.tr, ho:wever, i Y a h i .y

7o•,t .ozer, t r.-,te-. They would demenc, amorng other- fac:.rs, or,

w-I ther po'.±tic-a: reform in South Sokuth Africa moves forwa•r- d

st'azriatez; o'r wýhether the4re is a Cubar, withdrawal frorr Ar•,,a,

ien d4-n to a U.S. /Angiola rapprochemernt; or, whether there is a

sett.er I.er-t ir, Na ribi a; ard ,r. the nature of amy rew Namibiart

re-Z.i ,e. -hese interactirng corntirigerncies could work thiemselves

out it ways that would reduce Soviet irfluerce ir, the regi,:,r.

Cer tairIy an exparisiort of Soviet influernce is by rno mears a

fCre'; _o:-,r_ = D ,. si r . Simi !arly, in the Horrn, an exparsicir, of

SOViet 4-ur4 ernce tz:: other countriez will be alfected by tne

abiity ov 'hose countries to resolve their economic probIems, to

cope with re.-eicious a-rid ethnic corflicts, and or, a host of ot.er

fac.t or-s. oerrmarert Soviet gairns in other countries int the Horn

are r, ot 1inevitable.

Elsewhere in, Africa, the Soviets cart reasonrably expect

occasio., a coups that will bring friendly goverrnmenrts to power.

S:c.cia"'. i is a politica" phil,_,sophy that enjoys wide appeal i-.

Afr'ica, and rew (ofter, young) mi l itary leaders q.uite of-teen

proclairmi their allegiance to socialist development. This gives

the S:v iet Ur"ion, r which proclaimis itself as tne champior, ,-o,

s:.cialim. 4r, tn-e wrld, a ready entree. -lected gve-rnments tot-,

. at- t imres warmi to the Soviet Ur, iorn, part icularly as a way I::.

-cr e a sir,c the military arid econromic assistance they receive.

0' the Sovi et Urn i orn to conrso I Idate gai rs such as these,

S 9



w;: :tIC: r e C. 1- re r,' :,rl cormr'. itment s ':;f r e !-C .,'r' Ce S Ev er,

A•., , -az the S -:'e-ets hve ezr r, e , -ec 1 ipJ. ert c,:,verr:nmernts may De

,:,ve~'tr-cv;. , 'r-w C issat is� 'ied with Soviet assistance anr 0ook

t %'s " ý".or- a d

or-s,-,2 :dat r , to su mmarize, recuires t-7e use ,,

tact ics which are fI awed ;art, at least as applied !by tlie Sov.ets

t c ate, of Iinited effect. Tmprovemerits in these tactics are

likeIy to require substarrtial changes in Soviet attitudes, arid

perhaps ever, in the Soviet system. If the Soviet Urionr, is t,

ive creater ecornoormic aid ir, Africa, it will have to become more

•esr, ar, Cus arnd possibly wealthier. If its way of life is to be

rma d.- more appealingc to Africans, it wi41 have to become a 0.ore

•:.7-,er artd rnire tc,:lerart society. Soviet broadcasts to Africa wi .

have t:i made monre objective if they are to attact a wider

atc,.d i ernce. The , orC -t eMr expansionr, of Soviet i rif I uerce to

erncormpass a larce part of the Africarn coretirent, ir. snort, would

recuire chi.rges in Soviet society arid politics that are difficult

to irnag ine.
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SOVIET ARMS TRANSFERS

By Roger F. Pajak

GENESIS OF THE SOVIET ARMS TRANSFER PROGRAMS

The peoples of the developing "Third World" countries have

traditionally beern regarded by Soviet theoreticians as potential

allies of the Cormrmunist world. In the immediate post-World War

iI period, the Soviet leadership, largely preoccupied with

problems of internal reconstruction and with developments ir,

Europe, devoted only superficial attention to the governments of

newly ernerging states, the Soviets did little beyond formally

expressing opposit iorn to Western infl uence in these areas.

SFollowinc the death cf Stalin ir, 1953, Soviet policy toward

the developing countries underwent a dramatic change. The new

Soviet leadership, acknowledging the lack of success of the

forrmer tactics, became increasingly cognizant of the potential of

rir,-Cormrmunnist nat ionral ist mo,-verments ira the emerging countries.

Instead of the hitherto traditional Soviet policy of fosterinra

militant local Communist agitation and subversion, Moscow began

to emphasize support of nationalist rmoverments and to develop a

variety of state-to-state contacts through a three-pronged

strategy cormprising: (I) the provision of arrms aid to sever the

newly-developing state's dependence on the West; (2) the

establishment of a bilateral politico-economic relationship with

such countries,;rounded in the self-interest of each side; and

0"(3) a modicum of ideological solidarity rooted in anti-

colonial isin, ant i-Z ionism, revolut ioanary change, and
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"socialism." This tactical shift apparently reflectec Moscow's

. assessment that the most effective strategy for establishing its

Influence lay in, associating itself with the strong nationalist

and ant i-Western sent imernt in many Third World states.

One of the most consequential instruments in the transformed

Soviet approach was a newly-conceived prograrm of foreignr

assistance, patterned somewhat after that of the West. The

Soviet decision irn 1955 to offer military assistance, in,

particular, was probably stimulated by at least three factors:

(1) the general success of the Soviet postwar recovery effort,

(2) the availability of surplus stocks of military equipment as a

consequence of mi ! itary manpower reductions and changes it,

mi 1 itary doctr'irine, and (3) the cionnspicuous lack of success of

indigenous Communist elements in the developing countries.

The USSR's respect and authority as a superpower emanated

disproportionately from its rmilitary strength. Soviet economic

achievements and standard of livirc were riot valued very highly

in many quarters of the globe. The Soviets had relatively little

to offer in trade and technology transfer. Soviet society was

not admired and was viewed as intolerant of religion and race.

But the military prowess of the USSR was nearly universally

regarded as the prime achievement of the modern Soviet state.

Military assistance consequently became art important policy

tool in, Third World areas. Transfers of weapons were readily

acceptable to many fledgling regimes because of their immediately

.is sable utility. At, entire matrix of material and technical

dependence usually followed. The U.S.S.R.'s multi-faceted arms



tr-artsfer p-o.=rar;, consecuent !y enabled Moscow to dramatically

assist its clients ard thus establish itself politically, much

morae facilely than, it otherwise could.

The Program in Microcosm

Ma2,4tude and Pattern of Distribution

It is difficult to ascertain the magnitude of the Soviet

arms transfer program with precision, since many facets of the

program are shrouded in secrecy. Western reports vary widely as

to the value and types of equipment provided, so that available

data must be scrutinized carefully in terms of reliability of
4

sources, consistency with other reporting, and reasonableness.

From 1954 through 1979 (the latest year for which

comprehernsive unclassified data are available), the Soviet Union

extended about $18.2 billion worth of economic assistance to

developing, nonaligned countries. Of this amount, approximately

$8.2 billion has beer, drawn (or utilized) by these countries, for
5

an implementation rate of 45 percent. In contrast, the Soviets

in, the same period contracted with developing countries for an

estimated $47.3 billion has been delivered, for a substantially
6

higher implementation rate of 75 percent.

Because the Soviet program has been partly a response to

available opportunities and because it has been influenced by the

absorptive capacity of recipients, the annual magnitude of sales

commitments has beer, highly variable, as shown in Table 1.

Beginning in 1955-56, Czechoslovakia, serving as an intermediary

* for the U.S.S.R., extended an estimated $200 million worth of



TABLE 1

Value of Soviet Arms Transfers to

Non-Communist Developing Countries

(Million US $)

Agreements Deliveries

Cumulative

1955-69 5,875 5,060

1970 1,150 995

1971 1,590 865

1972 1,690 1,215

1973 2,890 3,135

1974 5,735 2,225

1975 3,325 2,040

1976 5,550 3,085

1977 8,715 4,705

1978 2,465 5,400

1979 8,335 6,615

TOTAL 47,310 35,340

Source: CIA, Communist Aid Activities in Non-Communist Less

Developed Countries, 1979 (Washington, D.C., October

1980), p. 13.

0



railitary assistance to Afghanistan, Egypt, Syria, arid Yermen.r,

. The Soviet military aid prograra begar, in its own right in 1956,

wher, M oscow conccluded arms deals directly with Afghanistar,
a

Syria, and subsequently, with Egypt. By the end of 1957, about

$400 million worth of Soviet arms aid was established to have

9
beer, extended to Middle Eastern countries. A subsequent dearth

of reports for the next few years probably indicates that new

extensions of Soviet military aid temporarily fell off, perhaps

to allow time for assimilation of previous arms deliveries.

As the trade and aid offensive matured and the Soviets

became embroiled in the complexities and slow fruition of

economic development, the military aid program undoubtedly

appeared evert more attractive to supplier and recipients alike.

With the open eruption of 'the Sirno-Soviet conflict irn 1960, the

Soviet Union embarked on a vastly expanded wave of military aid

activity, apparently desigrned to demonstrate militant Sovviet

support for the "national liberation movement" in the nonaligned

countries. The motmientum of the arms program carried over into

1961, as Moscow signed additional large agreements, highlighted

by one with Indonesia, as the latter's dispute with the
11

Netherlands intensified. The incidence of new arms aid

commitments decreased over the next several years, perhaps to

allow timee for assimilation of equipment previously ordered.

Then, due to heavey demands for equipment resupply resulting

frorm the Indo-Pakistani War of 1965 and the Arab-Israeli war of

1967, Soviet arms exports increased dramatically in the late
e . 13

1960s. Arms transfer activity during the early 1970's was

highlighted by the continuing military buildup in India after its



December 1971 conflict with Pakistar, ant i±r tne Arab countries

. fo.llowing the October 1973 war.

Frorm 1974-79, Soviet weapons sales to the Arab courntries, as

well as to Ethiopia, Iran, and India, surged to unprecedented

highs. The increasing prices of modern weaponry, combined with

Arab oil wealth, resulted in, total Soviet railitary equipment

transfers estiriateo at $34 billion during that six-year period

with the Soviet Union accou:nting for about a quarter of the world
14

arras market, ranking second to the U.S. as a weapons supplier.

Moscow's policy of requiring hard currency payments for arms from

nearly all customers in recent years evidently applied ever, to
15

politically--prized customers, such as Ethiopia. Four major

Arab clients -- Iraq, Syria, arid Libya--accounted for some 70

percent of total estimated Soviet sales inr 1974-79, with

transfers to India and Ethiopia together accounting for another
16

15 percent of the total.

Table 2 indicates a regiornal distribution cf Soviet arms

transfers over the course of the program.
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TABLE 2

Regional Distribution of Soviet Arms Transfer to

Non-Communist Developing Countries,

Cumulative 1955-79

(Million US $)

Agreements Deliveries

North Africa 10,960 7,165

Sub-Saharan Africa 4,635 3,530

East Asia 890 885

Latin America 970 675. Middle East 24,465 18,675

South Asia 5,410 4,410

TOTAL 47,310 35,340

Source: CIA, Communist Aid Activities in Non-Communist Less

Developed Countries, 1979 (Washington, D.C., October

1980), p. 14.

0



Prices and Terms

Much of the attractiveness of Soviet aid to Third World

countries has been due to the cormparatively low prices and

favorable terms offered by Moscow, The prices charged to

developing countries have varied with the type and condition of

the equipment, but on the whole Soviet prices have beers

substantially below Western prices for comparable equipment. For

example, the price of the new U.S. F-15 fighter charged Israel

averaged about $12 million, per aircraft, while the price of a

Soviet MIS-23 fighter approximately $6.7 million. The price for

a U.S. F-4 fighter was $5.7 million, while a Soviet MIG-21
17

fighter reportedly listed at $2 million. While the types of

aircraft cited are not fully comparable in terms of performance

capabilities, the wide variation in reported prices serves to

illustrate the point.

Besides low prices, the Soviets have offered attractive

financial terms to recipients. Credits generally have been made

available at two percent interest, with repayment periods

averaging ten years, following a grace period of one to three

years. Moreover, to clients hard-pressed for foreign exchange,

Moscow frequently has permitted repayment in local currency or

commodities. In addition, Moscow often has postponed payment

when recipients have been unable to meet their scheduled
18

obligations.

Discounts from list prices also have beers an intrinsic

feature of Soviet military assistance, particularly in the early

* "years of the program. Such discounts reportedly have averaged

abc,ýt 40 percent of the value of Soviet contracts. Discounting



probably was partly premised or, Moscow' s assessment of a

19
recipient's ability to pay, as well as or political favoritism.

Organizat ion

Overall respornsibility for implementing the arms transfer

program is assigned to the Chief Engineering Directorate (GIU), a

component of the Soviet State Committee for Foreign Economic

Relations. The GIlU, which acts as the "supplier" ir. military

sales contracts, handles the negotiations with recipient govern-

oentts. In addition, the GIU coordinates with the Ministry of

Defense on the types and quantities of equipment and with the

External Relations Directorate of the General Staff on training

and technical assistance to be provided. Subsequent requests for

modification of an arms agreement must be approved by the GIU.

If any changes requested by a client exceed the value specified

in, an agreement or if they entail advanced weapon systems, the

GIU apparently forwards the r-equest to the Minister of Defense or

to the Politburo. Finally, the GIU arranges for shipment of

military equipment with the Ministry of Foreign Trade and the

Ministry of Maritime Fleet.

Assessing Soviet Arms Transfer Policy

Of the various foreign policy instruments employed by the

Soviets, the arms transfer program has proven to be the most

dramatic and consequential. Besides directly contributing to the

.mergency arid survival of nonaligned regimes, arms transfers have

served as the primary Soviet vehicle for establishing a presence
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itr regions iriDortant to Western interests, often providing the

Soviets with political entree into countries where their role had

. hitherto beer, I imited or nonexistent. Furtherrmiore, a-rms

transfers ofteen provided the opening wedge for a variety of

diplomatic, trade, and other contacts which would have been

difficult to achieve otherwise, such as in the Arab countries in

the 1950's, India and Indonesia in the 1960"s and Ethiopia more

recent ly.

In any analysis of Soviet arms transfer policy, as for

Soviet foreign policy in general, the criteria for evaluation of

success can vary widely. Sorme observers view the growth or

expansion of Soviet presence as a basic criterion of Moscow's

success, while others maintain that presence in itself does rot

equate with influence and that arny effort to assess Soviet gains

or setbacks should focus or, influence.

In any case, in approaching an assessment of Moscow' s

foreign policy achievements and shortcomings, it is crucial to

recognize that the key to the Soviet leadership's criteria for

policy success or failure centers on the degree to which Moscow

has achieved its objectives. Since the Soviets seldom, if ever,

delineate their specific objectives openly, their purposes in

general must be inferred from their actions.

Arms transfers have proven to be Moscow's most effective,

flexible, and durable instrument for establishing a presence in

nonaligned countries. By furnishing such assistance, Moscow

became an advocate of a recipient's national aspirations and was

* able to adroitly exploit this position to the detriment of

Western interests. Arab-Israeli tensions, the Yemeen-UK conflict
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over Adern, the Inod:-Pakistaani dispute, and Indonesia's

territ oria. conflicts were ready-made opporturnit ies to be

exoloited by Moscow.

In addition to the broader object ive of undermining Western

influence ir, recipient countries, Soviet policy makers have used

arms transfers to eliminate Westerrn military facilities ard

alliances adjacent to Soviet borders. Moscow sought to

neutralize the Baghdad Pact (which subsequently evolved into

CENTO) and SEATO so as to disrupt the West's "northerr, tier"

defenses against the Soviet Union. Moscow early on provided

military equipment to Afghanistan to ensure that Kabul remained

neutral and well-disposed toward its Soviet neighbor. Soviet aid

to India was intended to diminish India's reliance or, the West

aand to extend the Soviet presence into the subconrtir.ent. Soviet

arms aid to Southeast Asia and African countries was designed to

strengthen Soviet influence at the expense of Westerns, as well as

Chinese, interests.

While the West has viewed its own military assistance to

develcoping countries as at, influence for regional stability,

Moscow has regarded arms aid, inter alia, as an instrument for

creatiing internationral instability and frequently has channeled

arms to areas where the West has sought to limit military build-

ups. Arms shipments to rival Arab countries, for example, have

been partially irnternded to keep the area divided--and in ferment.

Soviet sensitivity toward inter-Arab rivalries has been

*demonstrated by the care with which advanced weapons have been

introduced to different recipients at about the same time.
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A Soviet Balance Sheet

As Soviet policy makers assess the returns frow a quarter-

century of arms transfers, they must conclude that, on balance,

the program has served Soviet interests reasonably well. In

comparison with the state of international political alignments

that existed in the 196E's, and increased again in the 1970's.

A useful set of criteria for assessing Soviet policy

effectiveness could include the following factors:

•) the impact on regional alignments caused by Soviet

behavior;

2) the degree to which U.S. and Western interests have

been undermined; and
i ol .25

3) gains in Soviet influence in specific countries.

Although Moscow has acquired no ideological converts as a

direct result of its arms transfer program, it has acquired a

widely accepted presence and a substantial, though

unquantifiable, degree of influence in the Third World. An arrms

agreement with a developing country has been the point of

departure for nearly every major Soviet advance in the Third

World, beginning with the first Egyptian accord in 1955. Soviet

support for nationalistic governments has contributed

substant ial ly t6 the weakening or elimination of Western

influence in many countries and has facilitated establishment of

a Soviet presence in a number of strategic areas. Moreover,

# rough the acquisition of Soviet arms, a number of developing

countries--notably Afghanistan, Algeria, Ethiopia, Iraq, Libya,

and Syria--now are largely equipped with Soviet military



equiprner, t and are heavily dependent on Moscow for looistical and

O technical s'upp:•rt.

Through.6 its rili I itary training and technical assistance

proaram, the Soviet Union has exposed many Third World nationals

to a Communist orientation. Moreover, the Soviets have

established irmpo:,rtant relationships with military leaders, as

well as with junior officers who may eventually hold key

positions ir, their countries' armed forces.

On the other hand, the Soviets have discovered, after some

particularly bitter experiences with certain client states, that

the donor state irn providing arms and material assistance is far

frow beirnc a free agent unaffected by the relationship. Ir, the

present international systermi, even the U.S.S.R. as a superpower

has had to accept irritating and sometimes insulting behavior,

local fractiousness, and urpredictability -on the part of courted

client states. Moscow has had little choice but to pay such a

price to remain ir, the superpower garm1e in developing areas, arid

Third World regimes have learned to exploit this factor to their
26

advarnt age.

Moscow, for a variety of military, political, and

psychological reasons, has been unwilling to attempt to compel a

client state to act ire accordance with Soviet designs if the

latter chooses not to. This is due partly to superpower

considerations and partly to a concern of jeopardizing Moscow's
27

overall position ).r, the Third World.
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p sampling of policy results irn various of Moscow's Thirc

World client states rmlay usefully illustrate the effectiveness and

0 sho:ertcomings of arms transfers as a policy instrument.

Angola

With the advent of nationhood for mrany sub-Saharan African

states in the 1950's Moscow had precious few ties to the

continent to show for its ideological efforts. Consequently, the

U.S.S.R. in the middle of the decade began a program of

assistance to the continent, concent rat ing on economi c

assistance, with military aid playing a relatively minor role.

While the Soviets initially registered some successess in

Ghana, Guinea, Mali, and Nigeria by the mid-1960's, local

conservat ive trends, nat ional ism, and Soviet diplomatic

boorishness negated more widespread gains. The lacklustre Soviet

economy also failed to provide an alluring economic development

model for the African states. The Soviet leadership thereupon

came to place increasing reliance orn arms transfers to advance

their ends, particularly in view of the heightening levels of

conflict and the search for military support in many quarters of

the continent. Although the Soviets stressed arms transfers

rather than direct military involvement, they were not averse to

the latter means, as witnessed in the Angolan civil war.

As Moscow witnessed the possibilities for a pro-Communist

MPLA political victory in Angola dissipate in 1975, the Soviets

shifted their emphasis to supporting the MPLA on the battlefield.

S They expedited large-scale military assistance and advisers and

arranged for the introduction of Cuban troops, keeping the Soviet
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or:,file low enough to avoid triggering a U.S. military response..This strategy proved successfil for Moscow. By 1976, Sc-viet arms

support and the use of Cuban army troops were instrumental ir,
So

ensurirn; the victory of the MPLA.

Basic Soviet foreignr policy objectives ir, Angola--to

reinforce ties to Africarn liberation movemnents, to establish a

logistics base in Angola to support future operations in. trie

region, and to acquire access to military facilities irn the

country -- were served to some extent by Soviet military support

to the regime. By these tokens, Soviet policy in Angola car, be

viewed or, balance as successful. The Soviets have gained a

political ally, and Soviet contacts with southern African states,

while never intimate, have beern strengthened. At the same time,. Angola has riot chosen to move too closely to the U.S.S.R.

economically. Neither has Moscow evinced a strong interest 1r,

Angolan resources since the civil war or exhibited a serious

object ion to the Western economic presence ir, the fcormer

Portuguese colony. The Soviets' may simply wish to avoid
31

subsidizing the Angolan economy as the country rebuilds.

The Angolan experience, at the same time, likely emboldened

Moscow in its Third World military policy, as witnessed in its

subsequent involvement with Ethiopia. While by no means

foreshadowing a pattern of similar operations because, inter

alia, of the possibility of active Western opposition, the

effectiveness of Soviet arms supply operations in Angola,

* combined with the successful ccllaborat ion with Cuban military

forces, may have induced Moscow to place more stock in activist
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military operations in future carefully selected areas of Soviet
32

cho:.s i n.

Egypt

Moscow has experienced its most salient successes among the

Middle East countries. For over a quarter of a century, the

Soviet Union has taken advantage of the Arab-Israeli conflict to

the point of largely displacing Western political influence a

mong its major Arab clients. In this respect, Soviet involvement

owes much to the desperate need of the Arab states for military

support against Israel, as well as Moscow's desire to acquire a

forward defense against Western military power the area. I-n

no other Third World region has this situation been duplicated.

The former Soviet-Egyptian relationship demonstrates how

Soviet arms transfers, accompanied by powerful common interests,

could develop into a significant Soviet military presence for a

time, and then be quickly dissipated in the vagaries of

international politics. The Soviet military presence in Egypt --

the leading recipi-ent of Soviet arms aid for nearly two

decades -- was, until 1972, the largest such presence outside the

Warsaw Pact. At the zenith of their influence, roughly from

1969-72, the Soviets, with some 20,000 military personnel in the

country, had access to half a dozen airbases, several ports and

anchorages, and excellent maintenance and support facilities in

Alexandria and Port Said. These facilities, some of which also

were used as bases for Soviet reconnaissance aircraft operating

:in the Mediterranean, enhanced the Soviets' overall strategic

position in the area. The Soviet position in Egypt, the most



- :7-

populous and influential Arab state, accordingly served as the

Wchpin of Soviet policy in the Arab world.

It is now kncwrn that the relationship between the U.S.S.R.

and Egypt was saturated with strains and vituperation. At the

core of Soviet-Egyptian disagreements was Cairo's dissatisfaction

with the Soviet arms transfer program, with the Egypians

complaining continually over the slowness of deliveries, the lack

of spares, the quality of training, arnd the continued Soviet

denial of offensive weapons demanded by Egypt. The widespread

Soviet presence in the country, which led to Soviet attempts to

penetrate Egyptian political, security, and miilitaryt

organizations was another major irritant for Cairo, as were the

heavyhanded and arrogant attitudes displayed by Soviet advisors.

*•ri such irritants and tensions reached the breaking point,

President Sadat in 1976 abrogated the 1971 friendship treaty with

the U.S.S.R. and denied Soviet access to Egyptian naval

facilities, again catching Moscow by surprise. In view of the

tremendous economic cost to the Soviet Union of its investment in

Egypt and the accompanying commitment of Soviet prestige, the

influence and gains realized by Moscow turned out to be
35

ephemeral.

Ethiopia-Somalia

Following the overthrow of Haile Selassie in Ethiopia in

:974, the Soviets were provided with a challenge and an

opportunity. The efforts of the new Ethiopian military

0 verrrment, the Derg, to eradicate the old order had created a

backlash of resistance, and the Arab-supported Eritrean rebels
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were seriously sapping the strength of the Ethiopian army, the. bulwark of the repime. Most importantly, by late 4976, when

Moscow was establishing ar, arms supply relatior,ship with the

Derg, tensiorns were increasin onr, the Somali-Ethiopiarn border,

and Somali support for guerrillas in the Ogden region of Ethiopia
36

was well advanced. Although the Soviet presence at the time in

Somalia and to a lesser degree in Southern Yemen was still

formidable, Moscow apparently was concerned that its regional

position would be seriously affected by the collapse of Ethiopia.

In addition to these negative consequences of inaction,

Moscow had positive inducements to support Ethiopia. Soviet

support for the Marxist regime in Addis Ababa could provide a

timely demonstration of Soviet defense of the world revolutionary

movement. Moreover, Ethiopia, with the second largest population

O in Black Africa and as headquarters of the OAU, was a key nation

ir, the Horn of Africa, and thus offered Moscow a promising

opportunity to expand its presence and influence on the African
37

cont inernt.

As a result of these calculations, Moscow in early 1977

decided to commence a military equipment and technical advisory

buildup and to replace the U.S. as Ethiopia's principal arms

supplier. Furthermore, when Somalia employed Soviet-supplied

weapons to invade the Ogaden in July 1977, Moscow decided to

respond by expeditin& arms deliveries and expanding training
38

activities for the Ethiopian armed forces.

While aware of the Somalis' proclivities to support the

Ogaden rebels, Moscow probably overestimated its influence over

the Siad Barre regime in Somalia and miscalculated the latter's
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vehement nationalistic repsonse to Soviet support for Ethiopia.. The Soviets, at the same time, may have rightly calculated that

no Western state would support Somalia's efforts to achieve

territorial ambitions by force of arms. Consequently, Moscow may

have felt that Somalia, with no place else to turn for material

support, would have no choice but to acquiesce in the Soviet

decision to support Ethiopia.

As weeks of Soviet diplomatic efforts to ameliorate the

conflict slipped by and as their dilemma deepended, the Soviets

in October 1977 announced the suspension of all arms deliveries

to Somalia. Mogadishu retorted shortly thereafter by abrogating

the Soviet friendship treaty and by evicting the Soviets from all

Somali military facilities, including the important naval base at

* Berbera. Moscow, in turn Intensified its massive military

airlift of equipment to Ethiopia, and as in its experience in

Angola, arranged for the significant involvement of Cuban armed

forces in the fighting which definitively turned in favor of

Ethiopia.

Some interesting factors seermi to emerge from a post -mort em

analysis of Soviet experience in the Horn of Africa. Inasmuch as

the Western powers were opposed to providing material support to

Somalia, the Soviets could quite confidently assume--as they did

in Angola -- that there was practically no possibility of a

military confrontation with the West, as long as no Soviet combat

forces were directly involved. The presence of 15,000 Cuban. :troops in the Ogaden on the other hand guaranteed Moscow

considerable future leverage in dealings in the region. The



timing of the Soviet involvement -- shortly after Sadat's visit.to Jerusalem in November 1977 which ostensibly removed tre

U.S.S.R. from a direct role in the Middle East peace process --

furt herwore prominent ly underscored Soviet capabilities for

distant power project ion and Moscow's determination riot to be
40

ignored in a peace settlement.

While Soviet successes in Ethiopia may riot appear grandiose,

neither may their setbacks in Somalia be utterly irretrievable.

As far as bases are concerned, for example, the U.S.S.R. seems to

have acquired at least limited access to naval base facilities in

Ethiopia arid South Yemen that partially make up for the loss of

Berbera. Moreover, an eventual accommodation with Mogadishu

cannot be ruled out.

The question whether Moscow would have acted differently had

it foreseen the outcome of the situation in the Horn remains

moot, but at the outset the U.S.S.R. may have thought it could

have it both ways. The policy goals at stake in Ethiopia

evidently were sufficiently important for Moscow to risk

alienating Somalia, even with its desirable base facilities. The

Soviets may have recognized that giving in to Somali demands at

the time would have established art undesirable precedent,

involving more significant dilemmas in the long term for Soviet

41
interests than losing access to facilities in Somalia.

Libya

Generally speaking, arms transfers to Libya have been as

useful for Soviet purposes as elsewhere in the Third World. An

additional important economic benefit is the fact of repayment in



hard currency for equipment supplies. The staggering amounts of

rmoderrn Soviet weapons and other equipment delivered to Libya have

resulted in that country's 55,000-mar, armed forces having the

highest equipment to manpower ratio of any developing nation.

In fact, Libya's equipment inventories now vastly exceed the

armed forces' capabilities to absorb and maintain them. While

the provision of this equipment has resulted in a substantial

Soviet military presence in the country, the Egyptian experience

is clear testimony to the fact that presence does not necessarily

equate to influence or control. Concomitantly, the Soviets may

have some limited access to ports in Libya, but they have not
43

acquired base rights there.

While the Soviet arras transfer program has burgeoned in.

* Libya, other aspects of the Soviet-Libyan relationship have

lagged. With its oil revenues, Libya has not beer, in need of

economic assistance, and with the exception of the nuclear

program, Moscow has not beern able to interest the Libyans in any

technology of use to their development program. The lack of any

ideological affinity between the two countries also has retarded

the development of a political relationship. While the Soviet

position or, the PLO remains in congruence with that of Libya,

important policy differences persist over a number of issues,

including the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and an appropriate

level of Soviet support for the radical Arab "Steadfastness

Front. " While some elements of Libyan policy coincide with Soviet

-interests, there is no evidence to suggest that Libyan policies
44

are influenced by Moscow.



0 South Yemen

After taking power in the former British Crown Colony of

Aden in 1970, the Marxist-oriented National Liberation Front ir,

the renamed People's Democratic Republic of Yemen (PDRY)

proclaimed a revolutionary policy in the Arabian Peninsula and

accordingly attracted substantial Soviet military support.

Indeed, Moscow's policy irn PDRY, with which a friendship treaty

was signed in 1979, has been highly cost-effective with small

outlays and low risk, but with potentially rewarding returns in

upsetting the regional status quo in the Arabian Peninsula and

southern Red Sea areas.

Moreover, Moscow has already accrued dividends from its

.material investment in PDRY: limited access to Aden, the best

naval anchorage in the area, and basing privileges for long-range

reconnaissance aircraft in the country. A Soviet presence in

PDRY also offers opportunities for Moscow to increase political

pressure inter alia on Saudi Arabias to make it more tractable to

Soviet "good offices" and to possible normalized relations with

the U.S.S.R. -- another key policy objective geared toward
45

undermining the U.S. position in the area.

Syria

Moscow, relations with Syria have had a checkered history.

Serving as Syria's nearly exclusive source of arms since the late

1950's, the U.S.S.R. after the 1967 and 1973 conflicts strived to

cement its ties with the Baathist regime in Damascus by providing

expanding quantities of increasingly sophisticated arms,



including MIG-2E and MTG-25 fighters, SCUD ballistic missiles,

.and T-72 tanks. By tVe end of 1974, the supply of Soviet

equipment delivered had reached staggering proportions.

The reasoning behind the high level of arms deliveries to

Syria was complex. A prime Soviet consideration was two the arr,,o

supply relationship could be utilized to optimally serve Soviet

political or military objectives, without allowing Syria to

become sufficiently powerful to be tempted to initiate

hostilities with Israel, at least in the hope of inducing a chain

effect of Arab and possibly Soviet involvement. Other Soviet

interests included some cash returns for weapons sa!es and
46

limited access to port facilities.

Syrian President Assad visited Moscow in October 1978,

. reportedly to discuss the Middle East military balance which

Syria felt was further shifting in Israel's favor. The Soviets,

however, because of what Syria regarded were Moscow's concerns

over its superpower interests, were reluctant to meet Syrian

requests for the types of weaponry then requested, probably

including longrange missiles. Soviet-Syrian relations then

plunged to a new low when Assad recalled his ambassador from
47

Moscow and cancelled a newly-scheduled trip to the U.S.S.R.

Moscow's reluctance to satisfy Syria's new tranche of arms

aid requests in late 1978 evidently reflected a shift in Soviet

strategy. Detente was then at a crossroad, and Moscow chose to
48

move carefully in the Middle East. Again, Moscow was in a

dilemma because it regarded Syria as an important client state
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and in a position to exercise a crucial role in arty political
49. sett lermernt in Lebanon.

Before providing additional sophist icated equipment, the

Soviets reportedly argued for the establishment of an alliance

amonr Syria, Iraq, and Jordan. Soviet strategists feared that

the introductior. of late model weaponry into Syria could provoke

an Israeli preemptive strike arid a possible military disaster for

Syria, as well as the possibility of a Soviet confrontation with

the U.S.

The dilemma for Moscow once again.-, as so often with the Arab

states, was the fact that Syria was riot dependent on the U.S.S.R.

for anything except military equipment. Finally, after Iraqi

President Saddarn Hussein' s reported personal intervent ion on. Syria's behalf (which Saddam no doubt procfoundly regrets in

retrospect), Syria in January 1979 received a Soviet pledge of
50

new weaponry.

Relations between Syria and the U.S.S.R. thus have at times

been anything but smooth. Not only has Assad been displeased or

worse at Moscow's attempts to stall at providing equipment

requested by Damascus, but he has rejected repeated requests by

Moscow for expanded naval base rights. On the other hand, Soviet

restraint in providing arms to Syria indicates Moscow's

determination to closely calculate the costs and benefits of its

transfers. Nevertheless, that the U.S.S.R.'s influence has not

beer, as effective as it would have liked is reflected in the

reported lament of the Soviet ambassador to Syria that the

* Syrians take everything from the U.S.S.R. except its advice.5 1
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Despite the sporadic *nature of Moscow's ties to Damascus,

0 the Soviets still saw fit to conclude, after their repeated

requests, a friendship treaty with Syria in October 1980. Evert

more extraordinary, while similar Soviet pacts refer only in

general terms to mutual consultations in situations which

"threatern peace," article six of the Syrian treaty calls on both

parties to "enter into contact with each other with a view...to

cooperating in order to remove the threat which has arisen and to

restore peace." Although extremely unlikely that Moscow would

commit itself militarily in arny such treaty with a Third World

state, the language of the Syrian pact does leave that

possibility somewhat more open-ended than hitherto has beern the
521

case.

Iraq

While the history of the Soviet arms transfer re.ationship

with Iraq has beer practically as uneven, as with Syria, it rmay be

useful to briefly examine the course of Soviet-Iraqi relations

over the past several years. The Iraqi regime, especially for a

variety of reasons since 1978, has been perturbed at the

Soviet slowness in supplying newer types of military equipment

already in other Arab countries' inventories, e.g. MIG-25

interceptors, MI-24 helicopter gunships, and SA-9 surface-to-air
53

missiles. The editor of the Baath Party newspaper in Baghdad

wrote in January 1980 that "the Soviet Union is neither capable

nor ready to respond to the Arabs' needs, not even to those
54

countries capable of paying in cash and hard currency."

Finally, confirming publicly what had been Iraqi policy for some



time, Baghdad announced in June 1980 that it would seek arms from

other countries. As a result, Iraq in the past few years has

reportedly received at least one-third of its military equipment

from France in contrast to its virtually exclusive arms reliance
55

on Moscow for the previous two decades.

The increasingly cool state of relations with Iraq since

1978 certainly affected Soviet policy when the Gulf war between

Iran-Iraq began in September 1980. Although Moscow declared its

neutrality at the outbreak of the conflict, the Soviets had

appeared to be tilting toward Iran in the months immediately
56

prior to the Iraqi invasion.

When the war began, the Soviets were not long in realizing

that in almost any scenario they postulated, Moscow had little to

gain and much of its remaining influence to lose. Consequently,

Moscow from the outset of the conflict has called for an end to

the hostilities, with Brezhnev stating that "neither Iraq nor

Iran will gain anything from mutual destruction, bloodshed, and
57

the undermining of each other's economy."

The Soviet-Iraqi friendship treaty of 1972 notwithstanding,

the Soviets embargoed the shipment of major new military

equipment to Baghdad when hostilities erupted. Such deliveries

of equipment that were reportedly being shipped through the

Jordanian port of Aqaba in the early weeks of the war were

apparently merely a trickle of items already in the pipeline.

Successive visits to Moscow by ranking Iraqi officials failed to
58

unblock the Soviet arms channel.0



in the meantime, Western press reports indicated that the

S.v i et s were sel l ing at least lrimited amount s * f mi i itary

.equipment to Iran. Such a development would have beer, consistent

with newly revised Soviet ideological doctrine, irn licht c.f

events in Iran, which now included a new category of Third World

revolutions--the "neo-tslamic" type. The resulting line states

that important traditionalist groups, ever, religious ones, may

serve reactionary ends, but still be progressive, particularly in

opposing imperialism and encouraging social reform.

By mid-1981, Soviet policymakers, presumably realizing that

their arms embargo to Iraq was not producing any positive policy

results, decided to resume military deliveries to Baghdad. The

Soviet policy shift reportedly occurred when Taha Yassin Ramadan,

the Iraqi Deputy Premier, visited Moscow in June, following the

Israeli bombing raid or, the nuclear reactor in Baghdad.60

As the Gulf war dragged on, increasing Iranian military

successes posed a dilemma for Moscow. The unexpected turn of

events perhaps demonstrated that the risks of nurturing ant

alignment in the region may be more hazardous than any benefits

to be realized. In this case, a victorious and rejuvenated

Iranian regime would offer fewer opportunities for Communist

penet rat ion of the government and lessened prospects for a

durable Soviet presence. Consequently, an emboldened Teheran

would exacerbate security concerns amrsong the Gulf counties, who

might tend to seek an increased U.S. military presence in the

Gulf, a development which Moscow assiduously wishes to avoid.

Furthernore, a defeated Iraq, with the imprint of the Soviet arms

embargo at a time of crisis vividly in mind, would be inclined to
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tury. ever, more toward the West for rilitary support and ecornc.iric

. assistance in rebuilding her damaged economy.

India

Orn the South Asian subcontinent, Soviet arms sales to Ir;lia

over the course of two decades have enhanced Moscow's stature in

New Delhi and circumscribed that of the West, while helpinmg to

place the Soviets or, India's side ir( the latter's dispute with

Pakistan. Moscow's predominant position as anr arms supplier,

however, was set back ire 1978 when New Delhi turned to the United

Kingdom for a major purchase and coproduction arrangement for the

Jaguar fighter bomber. By May 1980, following the return to

office of Indira Gandhi as Prime Minister, the Soviets reoained

. their preeminent military supplier position with the conclusion

of a $1.6 billion arms agreement on very favorable terms 'ct

India. Included ine the accord were arrangements for coproduction

of two sophisticated weapons systems -- the MIG-23 fighter and

the T-72 tank -- in the first cooperative schemes for these
61

systems granted by the Soviets to any country. Ever, so, and in

the face of Soviet misgivings arid counter-offers, India proceeded

with plans to further diversify its sources of arms by concluding

are agreement with France in. April 1982 for the purchase of 40

late - model Mirage 2000 fighters, valued at an estimated $1

bil lion, and possible follow-on coproduction for an additional
62

110 aircraft.



Soviet Influence: How Durable

How much effective inrfluence the Soviets have gainr,ed it, any

particular area is, of course, difficult to measure. Still more

difficult to ascertain is how much of any such gain, car, be

attributed directly to military assistance and how much to

broader political considerations.

While arms transfers may have contributed to art accretion of

potential Soviet leverage in some developing states, such a

relationship has not enabled the Soviets to control the domestic

or foreign policies of these countries. Realizing this, Moscow

for the most part has tried riot to abuse the influence it has

gained, and only rarely have the Soviets attempted to directly

use their aid to exact political concessions.

A number of examples may serve to illustrate the limrited

nature of Soviet influence. Despite receiving large amounts of

modern weaponry arid technical support, Iraq and Syria have riot

hesitated to anita~onize Moscow when vital interests of these

countries were at stake. Algeria has remained aloof from

developing overly close ties with the Soviet Union, and Libya has

not muted its suspicions of Soviet intentions in the Middle East.

Moreover, Arab moves to diversify sources of military

equipment are challenging the effectiveness of the arms

relationship as a policy lever. It is ironic that Iraq, perhaps

the largest recipient of Soviet military equipment to date --

approximately $10 billion worth, or about E0 percent of total

Soviet arms commitments -- has moved the farthest among Moscow's

major arms clients in diversifying its sources of military
65

supplies. In fact, the delivery in January 1981 of the first



four French advanced Mirage F-1 fighters -- of FO ordered in.1977 -- was highlighted int the press in, vivid contrast to the

rmajor arms embargo imposed by Moscow at the start of the Iran-
66

Iraq war in September 1980. While the preponderance of Soviet-

origin weaponry in Arab inventorigs will make diversification a

slow process, ever a moderate degree of success it, the long rur

will erode potential Soviet influence. At the same time, the

status of local Communist parties hasr not beer, enhanced by the

Soviet presence. Many of Moscow's leading supporters in various

client countries have been executed, purged, or forced into

exile. No doubt particularly galling to the Politburo has been

the inability of regmies which it particularly favored -- such as

those of Dassem, Ben, Bella, Nkrumah, and Sukarno -- to remain ins. power, despite large infusions of Soviet aid.

Base Rights

It is unclear to what extent the Soviets have directly used

their arms transfer program to secure the establishment of

military bases Or to gain access to facilities. Until Egypt

abrogated such arrangements in March 1976, the Soviets enjoyed

the use of naval repair and fuel storage facilities at Alexandria

and Port Said to support their Mediterranean Fleet operations.

Similarly in 1977, as a consequence of strains resulting from the

Soviet arms buildup in Ethiopia, Somalia evicted the Soviets from

access to naval repair, missile-handling, communications, and
67. pther -facilities at Berbera. The Soviets apparently have

sought si-milar support arrangements elsewhere in. the area, but it
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1! doubtful that they will acquire the use of anything

approaching their fcorrmier facilities in, Egypt and Somalia for the

foreseeable future because of Arab and African sensitivities or,

this score. At the sarne time, it is doubtful that Soviet

military planners, niver their traditional operating procedures

and their ultimate distrust of foreigners, contemplate extensive

relianrce on foreign facilities in their normal operations.

To the extent that the Soviets do require support

facilities, however, the arms transfer program probably has some

relationship to this requirement. In refining the program over

the years, the Soviets obviously have learned when, to press and

when riot to press their clients for the use of bases. In the

cases of Syria and India, for example, the Soviets, while

desiring sormle access over the years, have obviously decided riot

to make bases ar, overriding issue in# their overall relationships

with these countries.

Continuities in Soviet Policy

Examining the record of Soviet arms transfer policy in Third

World regions over the past quarter-century leads to some

impactful observations. First of all, substantial Soviet

investment in arms transfers and technical assistance, combined

with occasional willingness to assume high risks in crisis

situations, has not automatically resulted in policy dividends

for Moscow. Secondly, without the opportunity to inject its

military power directly ornto the scene, as in Afghanistan, Moscow

has not been able to readily translate military assistance into

usable political influence. The Soviets have found that ever a



privileged positiion granted to them, as ir, Egypt or Somalia,.could be revoked practically overnight, with little recourse for
68

the Soviet leadership,

The Soviets have been able to attain some successes through

a form of "coalition building". This criterion assumes (1) that

there is rarely complete identity of interests between any two

states and (2) that the fundamental requirement is to identify
69

convergences of interests to further national ends.

Since the arms transfer program began in 1955, a number of

continuities have characterized Soviet policy. Moscow, first of

all, has remained acutely sensitive to opportunities and

constraints. Soviet selection of targets, the overall

composition of assistance packages, and a businesslike approach. to concluding agreements reflect a carefully ordered perception

of priorities. Moscow accordingly has managed to retain working

relations with both sides in a number of contentious disputes,

such as Iran and Iraq, Syria and Iraq, and North and South
70t

Yemen.

Secondly, political - strategic considerations, rather than

ideological preferences, have determined Soviet policy. Sadat's

de-Nasserization policies, Qaddafi's mercurial fundamentalism,

and the former Shah's conservatism have all been taken in stride

by Moscow at various times. As a least common denominator, local
71

Communist parties have been expendable.

The Soviets also have proven to be dependable protectors,

. helping to shield clients from total defeat by their opponents,

even in the face of serious policy differences and potentially
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dangerous confrontaticorns with the U.S. Nor has Moscow beer,

.averse to fueling regional arms races, knowing that its

increasingly sophisticated weaponry has beer, its primary
72

attraction for many Third World regimes.

The Soviets have been far from parsimonious arms suppliers.

in most cases, Moscow has provided military equipment up to the

absorptive capacity of the customer, although this is largely a

judgmental factor on the part of supplier and recipient alike.

An. exception is Libya, where the Soviets have sold Qaddafi more

military equipment than Libya can absorb. At the same time,

there has been little danger of Dadhafi's initiating a war with

Egypt. But by continuing to sell arms to Libya, Moscow has

earned hard currency, encouraged Libyan dependence on Soviet

. technical support, and positioned itself for the future. The

situation differs significantly from the Soviet arms supply

relationship for example with Syria, where an overabundance of

sophisticated weapons might have triggered another serious

conflict with Israel which could have embroiled the U.S.S.R.

Consequently, Moscow has beer, careful to calibrate military

demands on the part of clients with political risks as it
73

perceives them.

Over the course of its arms transfer program, Moscow has

found it ever more difficult to hold down the level of

sophistication of its exported weaponry. In the Middle East irn

particular, the task became more complicated from each conflict

* to the next.
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The Soviets nevertheless attempted to maintain a modicum of

* restraint, comprising several self-imposed restrictions on arms

exports:

(1) no provision of nuclear weapons;

(2) no delivery of other advanced weapon systems which

might tempt a recipient to launch a preemptive attack

or an all-out war on its own against Israel; and

(3) the maintenance of sufficient control on the types and

quantities of arms exported to allow maximum Soviet

leverage in bargaining with clients.

After the October war, with the Arabs heady with a sense of pride

and accomplishment of arms, Moscow found it increasingly onerous
74

to adhere to these guidelines.

Another common thread in Soviet policy generally has been

the consensus style of the Soviet leadership, characterized for

the most part by a basically conservative approach and a low

propensity for risk taking. A factor in this approach may be the

Soviet belief that history is on their side, thus obviating the

necessity of taking undue risks. The high cost of failure as

perceived by the leadership no doubt also contributes to a

75
cautious decisionmaking style by the current group of leaders.

Partly in reaction to Krushchev's flamboyant style of

leadership, the Brezhnev Politburo developed a consensus approach

wherein major leadership members must essentially "sign off"

prior to important policy decisions. This type of consensus

maintenaiice, whereby differences relate more to nuances of

emphasis and directions, rather than basic goals, has been

conducive to "least common denominator" arms transfer policies



and has militated for the most part against high risk options.. Moreover, the surest way for a member of the inner circle to be

ousted from his position has been to have a clearly-delineated

policy failure pinned on him -- another factor which contributed

to middle of the road policies and an avoidance of risky

initiatives, except for situations, such as Czechoslavakia or

Afghanistan, where overriding security considerations were
76

perceived to be at stake.

-This is not to say that all Soviet arms transfer policy

decisions in the Third World can be assumed to have been

unanimous. Personality influences and organizational differences

undoubtedly affect decisionmaking in Moscow as they do in any

world capital. Indeed, indications have been noted of senior. Soviet military and political leaders questioning the wisdom of

large military assistance outlays to Middle East countries,
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generating considerable internal debate in Moscow on the topic.

Finally, Moscow has accepted the contradictions of Third

World politics as a norm. Reconciled to dilemmas, accepting the

continuation of local conflicts it cannot resolve, and prepared

to commit substantial resources in situations where desired

outcomes are far from certain, the Soviets have aspired to local

gains, more to undermine the U.S. and the West, than to achieve

local Communist influence. Moscow appears to have favored a

tactical approach offering incremental gains in an area, rather

than to have relied or, a broad global policy to achieve regional
78

;goals.
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New Departures In Soviet Policy

While some constraints in Soviet policy have persisted since

the U.S.S.R. first became involved in the developing areas, a

number of new departures and dimensions have emerged in recent

years. Moscow, first of all, had displayed more of a tendency of

late to project its military power arid support to distant areas

of opportunity. Highlighting this more pronounced predisposition

for intervention -- other than in a situation such as

Afghanistan -- have been Soviet long range military supply

operations in Angola ard Ethiopia, patterned somewhat on the

Soviet resupply operations to the Arab countries during the
79

October 1973 War.

In its arms transfer policymaking process, Moscow appears to

have factored in a supposition that the U.S. will not directly

interfere in a Soviet area of involvement, unless vital U.S.

interests are at stake. The Soviet distant operations in Angola

and Ethiopia appear to bear this out. The same operations also

reflect another Soviet policy departure, i.e., the commitment of

Cuban combat troops to insure military success for client states,

which has added an additional dimension to the U.S.S.R.'s arms
80

transfer program.

While the provision of arms to provide internal security for

a client state is not a new motivation in Moscow's arms transfer

policy, given such Soviet assistance to Yemen in 1967 and Iraq in

1973-74, this factor seems to have gained significantly in

priority arid importance since the Soviet involvement in Angola

and Ethiopia. To be sure, the security threats to those two

countries were not strictly internal, but were combined with
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large-scale external attacks. Nevertheless, "counterinsurgency"

* as a factor in a decision to transfer arms evidently has become a

more meaningful motivation in recent Soviet calculus.

While the underlying motivation of the Soviet arms transfer

program remains essentially political, economic considerations

and the "profit mot ive" have become substan,tial factors in

Moscow's arms export considerations. With the U.S.S.R.

increasingly in need of convertible currency to pay for imported

Western technology, the Soviets have apparently instituted a

substantial change in the sales terms for their military

equi pmnent. Moscow now reportedly requires payment in hard

currency f-orn most of its clients, particularly the oil

exporters -- Algeria, Libya, and Iraq. The last publicly

.available estimate by the Central Intelligence Agency indicates

that Moscow earned approximately $1.5 billion, in hard currency

from arms sales in 1977 alone, but such earnings undoubtedly have
81

increased several - fold over the past several years. Sales

for hard currency reportedly have now practically supplanted the

favorable terms and arms-for-commodities trade of earlier
82

years.

As has always been the case, however, Moscow will make

allowances for favored client states which cannot afford to pay

cash. The 1980 Soviet $1.6 billion arms agreement with India on

terms very favorable to New Delhi appropriately demonstrates this

point. Furthermore, existing indebtedness on the part of some

. •lients has not thus far inhibited Moscow from concluding
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additional arms agreements with them, and probably-will not in

the future, if other Soviet interests are at stake.

Another change factor in, Soviet policy is a relatively

recently-acquired, long-term interest in Middle East oil. With

the CIA now estimating a Soviet petroleum shortfall by the mid-

1980s, Moscow has become more interested in securing access to

oil in the producing countries, with Iran perhaps at the top of

the Soviet priority list. This more acute need for oil could

induce greater activism in Moscow's policy toward securing

sources of oil for itself a&nd its allies, even at the risk of
83

denying it to the West.

Overall Assessment

As the decade of the Seventies drew to an end, it became

. increasingly evident that Moscow had adopted a distinctly lower-

key approach to the Third World than it initially did when

entering that arena twenty-five years previously. The reverses

suffered in Egypt, Indonesia, arid some African states made it

obvious to the Soviet leadership that expensive military and

economic investments could be lost practically overnight. The

disastrous policy reverses in those formerly close clients no

doubt made clear to Moscow that its attempts to influence

domestic policies through the arms transfer lever had generally

come to naught. Moscow also came to realize that some of its

most important Arab customers, as a result of their oil wealth,
84

could now deal with alternative arms suppliers.

Given the new economic realities in the Middle East, Moscow

responded to restricted opportunities with considerable caution.
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Despite the Soviets' more acute need for hard currency, the

. U.S.S.R. did not saturate its Arab clients with all of the

sophisticated weaponry they desired or could pay for. From the

experience of the October War, the Soviets evidently learned that

the optimal way to prevent their regional commitments from

conflicting with detente and creating possible confrontations
85

with the U.S. was to avoid crises in the first place. For

Moscow, this meant restraining its Arab clients by limiting their

military capabilities and avoiding binding commitments with them.

The nature of Soviet involvement perceptively changed from

offensive to defensive, from ideological to pragmatic, and from

events at least partly within Moscow's control to ones beyond it.

This shift did not so much result from Soviet policy failure, as

much as it was a consequence of a changinR phase in international

relations, wherein the superpowers found themselves unable to
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control their client states. Now cognizant of the instability

of Third World regimes and the capriciousness of some national

leaders, while remaining anxious to protect its perceived

interests in these regions, Moscow has basically become more

sober and careful in its policy calculations.

Several factors apply in the arms supply relationship

between the Soviet Union and a recipient. Some attributes tend

to enhance Moscow's leverage, while others constrain it. First

among the former is the depth and quality of the overall

relationship between the two states, including such facets as.�political affinity, trade patterns, and technical assistance.

Also crucial are Moscow's objectives in the relationship.



- 40 -

The question also applies as to what types- of counter

leverage the client may possess. In cases where arms supplies

are of no more than moderate importance to a client, the arms are

generally insufficient to alter that country's position on

matters it perceives to be of vital importance. Contrawise, the

more weighty a recipient's stakes in an arms supply relationship,

the more pronounced is Moscow's political leverage.

The perceived importance of a client's relationship to the

U.S.S.R. is another crucial consideration. The more the Soviets

rely on weapons transfers to maintain a relationshiup, the more

constrained Moscow is likely to feel in applying pressure on that

state. In terms of leverage, moreover, the promise of continuing

arms shipments, as well as spare parts deliveries for weapons

already on hand, may be at least as effective as a threatened

0suspension of shipments, and averts any negative residual impact

on the relationship.

To the degree that the interests of Moscow and a client

state converge, disagreements in general are less likely to

arise. But should one occur, Moscow may discover that it has the

least amount of leverage over clients with the closest ties,

inasmuch as such recipients may be the ones whose interests are

most congruent with Moscow's. For the client, heavy reliance on

the U.S.S.R. for arms may make it difficult, expensive, and time-

consuming to switch to another supplier, even if this is feasible

politically. On the other hand, while a disruption in scheduled

equipment production or deliveries may not be a critical factor

O "for Moscow, the loss of a hard currency payment source and the

possible suspension of debt payments may be constraints on the
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Soviet and useful counter - levers on the part of a recipient.

The ultimate potential consequence of Moscow's manipulation

of an arms flow would be a decision on'the part of a client to

reduce its dependence on Moscow for arms, either by developing an

indigenous arms industry or by dealing with another supplier.

The resulting loss of leverage for use in later situations -- for

issues that may be even more important for Moscow then -- is a

potential cost to be weighed against the gains in a current

issue. Another serious cost would be the witnessing by other

clients or would - be clients of any Soviet attempts at pressure

and the possible determination not to be manipulated inn similar

fashion at some future time.

There is no doubt that the Soviet Union's presence and

.involvement in Third World regions has generally increased over

the past few decades. One cannot, however, equate that presence

with influence.

Influence is not something to be used by one state against

another like a weapon. Rather it is something of an ongoing

process by which one country attempts to persuade or coerce

another country to act or not act in a particular fashion. It is

thus far from true that a state with the most obvious political

or military capabilities will automatically possess the most
87

influence over another in a dynamic relationshhip.

Soviet involvement in the Third World is replete with

examples of Moscow's inability, in the wake of a substantial arms

. :investment in a client state, to obviate actions which were

counter to its interests. Suffice it only to mention the
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Soviets' expulsions from a number of Third World countries, the

.Iraqi persecution of local Communists, arid Syrian conflict with

leftist Arabs as examples of Moscow's lack of influence over

erstwhile clients.

On the other hand, some of the most significant Soviet

policy successes have resulted from opportunities provided by

Western mistakes or defeats or from events over which Moscow had

no control. The fundamentalist revolution in Iran resulted in

the downfall of the Shah, one of the staunchest U.S. supporters

in the Middle East. The U.S. sponsored Camp David peace process

led to Egypt's isolation from the Arab countries and other side

effects beneficial to the Soviets. While there may be a tendency

to view a setback for the U.S. in the developing world as a

result of clever Soviet planning, Moscow at times emerges in a

positive light in spite of what it did.

To sum up, while arms transfers have not provided Moscow

with a guaranteed basis for influencing the behavior of its

clients, the'military supply connection has provided Moscow with

the best, and sometimes only, means available for assuring a

political presence in many countries. At the same time, it is

clear that presence does not equate with influence.

Nevertheless, Moscow's program of arms sales and military

training provides a substantial security dimension which directly

contributes to a durable Soviet bilateral relationship with

numerous Third World states. Most importantly, Moscow continues

to perceive net advantages in the arms transfer program. Without

i it, frequently no other basis would exist for a Soviet

relationship with key developing states.



APPENDIX

* TABLE 3

Major Nonaligned Recipients of Soviet Arms Deliveries

Cumulative 1975-79
(Million U.S.$)

Percent of Countri
Total Ammns Impori

Rank Country Amount During Period

1 Libya 5,000 72

2 Iraq 4,900 72

Syria 3,600 80
India 1,800 82

4 Algeria 1,500 79

5 Ethiopia 1,500 83

Iran 650 7
6 Peru 650 59

7 Southern Yemen 575 96

8 Angola 500 59

0 9 Afghanistan 450 96

10 Tanzania 300 68

11 Egypt 250 17

12 Somalia 210 48

12 Yemen Arab Rep. 210 34

Source: ACDA, World Military Expenditures and Arms Transfers, 1970-79,

(Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1982), pp. 127-30.



TABLE 4

0 Military Personnel from Nonaligned, Developing

Countries Trained in Communist Countries

Cumulative 1955-7& 1

(Number of Persons)

Eastern
Total USSR Europe China

Total 52,890 43,790 5,965 3,135
AFRICA 17,525 13,420 1,400 2,705
NORTH AFRICA: 3,735 3,385 335 15

Algeria 2,260 2,045 200 15
Libya 1,330 1,265 65 ...
Other 145 75 70 ...

SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA: 13,790 10,035 1,065 2,690
Angola 60 55 5
Benin 20 20 ......
Burundi 75 75 ...
SCameroon 125 125

Congo 855 355 85 415
Equatorial Guinea 200 200 ......
Ethiopia 1,640 1,190 450 ...
Ghana 180 180 ..

Guinea 1,290 870 60 350
Guinea-Bissau 100 100 ......
Mali 415 355 10 50
Nigeria 730 695 35 ...
Sierra Leone 150 ... 150
Somalia 2,585 2,395 160 30
Sudan 550 330 20 200
Tanzania 2,855 1,820 10 1,025
Togo 55 ...... 55
Zaire 175 ... ... 175
Zambia 130 85 ... 45

* Other 1,600 1,310 230 60

1 Data refer to the estimated number of persons departing for training.
Numbers are rounded to the nearest five.
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TABLE 5

Soviet and East European Military Technicians

in Nonaligned, Developing Countries, 1978

(Number of Persons1 )

Total 12,070

AFRICA 6,575

NORTH AFRICA: 2,760

Algeria 1,000

Libya 1,750

Morocco 10

SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA: 3,815

Angola 1,300

Equatorial Guinea 40

Ethiopia 1,400

Guinea 100

Guinea-Bissau 65

Mali 180

Mozambique 230

Other 500

LATIN AMERICA: 150

Guyana ...

Peru 150

MIDDLE EAST: 4,495

Iraq 1,200

North Yemen 155

South Yemen 550

Syria 2,580

Other 10

SOUTH ASIA: 850

Afghanistan 700

Bangladesh ...

India 150

Source: CIA, Communist Aid Activities in Non-Communist Less Developed

Countries, 1978 (Washington, D.C., September 1979), p. 4.

'1Minimum estimates of the number of persons present for a period of one

month or more. Numbers are rounded to the nearest five.



Eastern

Total USSR Europe China

EAST ASIA: 9,300 7,590 1,710 ...

INDONESIA 9,270 7,560 1,710 ...

KAMPUCHEA 30 30 ......

LATIN AMERICA: 725 725

Peru 725 725 ......

MIDDLE EAST: 18,115 15,630 2,485

Egypt 6,250 5,665 585 ...

Iran 315 315 ......

Iraq 4,330 3,650 680

North Yemen 1,180 1,180 ...

South Yemen 1,095 1,075 20 ...

Syria 4,945 3,745 1,200 ...

SOUTH ASIA: 7,225 6,425 370 430

Afghanistan 4,010 3,725 285 ...

Bangladesh 485 445 ... 40

India 2,285 2,200 85

Pakistan 430 45 NA 385

Sri Lanka 15 10 ... .. 5

Source: CIA, Communist Aid Activities in Non-Communist Less Developed

Countries, 1978 (Washington, D.C., September 1979), pp. 4, 5.
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